FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
GOVERNMENT (LOCAL) COMMENTS (GL)
GL1 GL1 (Continued)
RESOLUTION No, _ 9375
e ol A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

FOUNTAIN VALLEY SUPPORTING ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 OF
THE 1-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

WHEREAS, the Orange County {ransportation Authority (OCTA) in association

10200 SLATER AVENUE « FOUNTAIN VALLEY, CA 92708-4736 » (714) 593.4400, FAX (3

August 12, 2013
“ with the State of California Department of Transportation (Calirans) and the cities
adjacent tc the 1-405 Freeway Corridor between the SR-73 and 1605 freeways, has
Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief been working on the -405 Freeway Improvement Project; and
Caltrans District 12
:;zﬂcrh I;;nf::ﬁDE!ﬂ-Elssm ??2‘3‘3“ Period WHEREAS, Alternative No. 2, which adds two general purpose lanes in each
Ivine, Cﬁ 9261?3‘ direction, provides the greatest transportation benefit to the residents, businesses, and
' community of the City of Fountain Valley by providing the greatest travel time savings

RE: I-405 SDEIR-EIS Comment Period and vehicle capacity in the general purpose lanes; and
WHEREAS, Alternative No. 2 provides the greatest level of benefit to the entire I-

Dear Ms. Deshpande:
405 Corridor, all cities along the cerridor, and all users of the 1-405 corridor without

Since the City's last comment submittal on July 17, 2012, regarding the |-405 DEIR-DEIS, the : i i : v
City Council of Fountain Valiey adopted Resolution No.. 9375 on July 17, 2012, supporting converting existing lanes to toll lanes and requiring the paying of tolls; and
IS S Ea UEidodt laached): WHEREAS, Alternative No. 2 has less right-of-way impacts to properties within

Since the adoption of that resolution, there have been two additional alternatives or concepts Fountain Valley and other cities along the 1-405 corridor than Alternative No. 3; and

introduced by OCTA: 1) Concept A, which is Alternative 2 with conversion of the existing HOV
lane to a single HOT lane and, 2) Concept B, which is essentially Alternative 2 in its entirety WHEREAS, the City does not support the imposition of tolls for any portion of the

except the second NB lane is truncated at Valley View. The City finds Concept B to be 1-405 Improvement Project as are included in Altemative No. 3; and
consistent with the goals of Alternative 2 and the City supports it.
WHEREAS, the City agrees with OCTA that this is possibly the only chance in

;hu:rfimn.lgupﬁr;_ 201 z.are Y SRR S5 S MTIEKICATAR 4710 06 % (DT, SRR decades to make improvements to the 1-405 corridor between SR-73 and 1-805 and
because of that rare opportunity the socially, economically, and politically responsible
Right-of-Way Impacts action is to provide for the greatest transportation improvements able to be constructed
: - ) ) that best utilize taxpayer funds without requiring motorists to pay tolls to use portions of

The City requests that the efforts underway to eliminate the braided ramp design at the 1 the improvements constructed

Warner/Magnolia south side interchange continue in favor of a condition similar to existing to
avoid the need for full takes of property. NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of
As noted above, this letter is additional comments to cur criginal DEIR-DEIS letter and as such Fountain Valley hereby affirms its support for the 1405 Freeway Improvement Project
make note of the onfoff ramp at Warner/Magnolia north side of the freeway. It is proposed that a Alternative No. 2 as the superior and responsible transportation improvement alternative
braided onfoff ramp be built. We believe the DEIR did not adequately describe the project 2 for the 1-405 corridor from SR-73 to I-805.

magnitude and its impacts on noise, privacy, and aesthetics to the adjacent properties on Daisy

Avenue. The City is greatly concerned regarding impacts to these properties. PASSED and ADOPTED this_17th __dayof __ July

, 2012

Sincerely,

- og,‘ﬁ e

nd H, Kromer
City Manager

Attachment

c: City Council )
Director of Public Works/City Engineer - had
Planning Director City Attorney
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APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

GL1 (Continued)

VOTE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss.
CITY OF FOUNTAIN VALLEY )

I, Kathleen Heard, Deputy City Clerk of the City of Fountain Valley, do hereby certify that the
foregoing Resolution was adopted at the Council meeting held on July 17, 2012 by the following
vote, to wit:

AYES: CRANDALL, NAGEL, VO, MCCURDY, COLLINS
ABSENT: NONE
NOES: NONE

Kagleen Heard, Deputy City Clerk

GL2
CITY OF LONG BEACH
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
333 West Ocaan Boulsvard & Floor LengBaach, CADOBCZ  »  (SAZ)ST08331  »  Fax (582) 5TOTIS
August 12, 2013
Smita Deshpande
Branch Chief
Caltrans District 12
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Invine, CA 92612

SUBJECT: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental
Impact Statement for the San Diego Freeway (I-405) Improvement
Erglect. (SCH No. 2009091001)

Dear Ms, Deshpande:

The City of Long Beach (“*City”) appreciates the opportunity to review the Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact Statement for the San Diego
Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project. The City respectfully submits the comments
provided in this letier and three attachmenis for consideration.

On behalf of the City, Iteris, Inc. was contracted to conduct a review of the SDEIR / EIS
document. lteris’ writlen technical review, dated June 28, 2013, is attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference.

As a Participating Agency for the project, the City is disappointed that Issues identified

and submitted in writing by the City In response to the Draft Supplemental Traffic Study ™~ 2
for the project were not addressed in the SDEIR / EIS document. The City’s letter dated

April 24, 2013, is attached hereto and incorporated hersin by this reference.

In response to the Draft Supplemental Traffic Study for the project, the City requested

that the SDEIR / EIS document be circulated for public comment only after key Los
Angeles County agencies, including Caltrans District 7, Los Angeles Metropolitan
Transportation Agency, Gateway Cities Council of Govenments and the City have
concurred that the scope of the proposed mitigating measures Is feasible, how the 3
mitigating measures will be funded, and what agency will be responsible for the
implementation of each of the individual mitigating measures. Despite the City's
request, the document has been circulated for public t, without cor -]

from any of these key Los Angeles County agencies.
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
GL2 (Continued) GL2 (Continued)
SDEIR - DEIS 1-405 Improvement Project SDEIR — DEIS 1-405 Improvement Project
August 12, 2013 August 12, 2013
Page2 Pagea
\
Furthermore, :::19 Chy of Lgng ggacn does not c_t:mu“:;:m all of the proposed mitigating mg r;ft "-;w Beart::iylm m-:m to working ﬁmgm Gaalrt-remk?e mn;rdﬁﬁemomi:ue Comg: ;
Smdahr;zr R:;dmérme rgrnoves regﬂ:l%; mmmm:w:masn?s-%t an':g letter. However, please be advised that the City is prepared 1o take immediate legal ™ ¢t
inte ion of the tbound SR-22 off Studebaker Road Col rk action against the project if the project proponents do not fully fund and perform all )
1l 8 remp 1o 4 and Coflege Pa improvements required to mitigate adverse traffic impacts with Long Beach.

Drive (the sole means of egress from the neighborhood of College Park East) and
creates a potentially unsafe back-up of queued traffic on the off ramp and most certainly > 4
on fo the freeway. Another example is the proposed mitigation measure at 7 Street Sincerely,
and Beliflower Boulevard which requires the acquisition of federal land and thus has '

questionable feasibility. In response to the study’s proposed mitigating measures, City

traffic engineers have developed alternative traffic mitigation measures that do not

create unsafe back-ups or require the acquisition of additional right-of-way. These

alternatives, labeled as the Preferred Mitigation Program, are attached hereto and David Roseman
incorporated herein by this reference. v City Traffic Engineer
The City strongly rejects the proposed, or lack of a defined, funding approach for the\ Attachments: (1) gg ;‘E m?smh Iaﬂ;::rz gmspg:se 20110 aﬂmwsltsl.wpinenWTmﬂh Study Report for
mﬁf“&&“{;%ﬁ"ﬁmﬁwﬂmﬂd emwmgﬂgw"b&“:ﬁm m"%m %&“ﬂ“&aﬁﬂ (2) Hori, Inos surmary of reviow f tha SOEIR / EIS document (August 7, 2013)
] 2 : (3) City of Long Beach revised mitigating measures (August 12, 2013)
fully fund and implement all traffic flow improvements required to mitigate adverse traffic
impacts within Long Beach. The SR-22, or more commonly known as 7% Street in Long CC:  Ara Maloyan, Acting Director of Public Works
Beach, is a State owned and operated facility east of Pacific Coast Highway. This State > 5 Tom Modica, Director of Govemment Affalrs & Strategic initiatives
faclity currently operates at “Level of Service” F during peak traffic periods. Traffic whf;“;:;fmmmams
impacts caused by the State’s project designed to accommodate future traffic growth in Doug Failing, Executive Director, Highway Programs, Los Angles poiitan Transportation Authori
Orange County further degrades the level of service on this key regional roadway Richard Powers, Executive Diractor, Gateway Councll of G N
providing access to Long Beach. Any degradation in traffic operations along 7" Street Niall Barett, Project Manager, Orange County Transportation Authority
is unacceptable to the City. _J
\

A total of ten mitigating measures located within City limits are proposed depending on
the project alternative chosen. These proposed mitigating measures have an estimated
total construction cost of $5.4 million. Given the project’s estimated total construction
cost range of $1.3 - $1.7 billion, the estimated total construction cost of all of the > 6
mitigating measures represent less than one-half of one percent of the total estimated
construction cost of the project. The City is particularly concemed that the study does
not commit Caitrans to fund or construct any of the mitigating measures identified.

On July 16, 2013, the City Council acted to direct the City Manager to assure nmawres\
to mitigate traffic impacts within City limits are sufficient to fully mitigate the impacts,
assure measures to mitigate traffic impacts located on State right—of-way and within 7
City limits are 100% funded and performed by the project proponents, and to be
prepared to take immediate legal action if necessary to protect the City's interests.
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GL2 (Continued) GL2 (Continued)

I TERIS ==-... I TERIS == 1-405 Improvement Project EIR/EIS Supplemental Study

Comments, August 7, 2013
August 7, 2013 and also LOS E and F at many of the mainli thus considerable by-pass and alternative route | 8
traffic would be expected on these other city arterials as opposed to only at the arterial ramp interchange
David Roseman intersections that were studied. cont.
City Traffic Engineer
City of Long Beach *  Use of OCTAM Model - Traffic Forecasts were prepared using the same methodology as the original EIR
333 W. Ocean Boulevard traffic study, namely via the application of the OCTAM model of the Orange County Transportation
Long Beach, CA 90802 Authority (OCTA} and for the year 2020 and 2040. In Los Angeles County and the City of Long Beach, the
OCTAM model may not yleld the correct estimates of project traffic impacts due to the fact that OCTAM is >‘ 9
Re: Review of Caltrans “San Diego Freeway (I-405] Improvement Project SR-73 to I-605 Supplemental Traffic a tool designed for planning studies in Orange County and It was primarily validated within Orange
Study Report Long Beach Area” County. While it is not unusual or Inappropriate to use the County’s model for purposes of forecasting, it
is important to note that the results may be different using a model that is more accurate within Los
Dear Mr. Roseman, Angeles County.
l'terls, Inc. has completed an hrﬁal review of the San Diego (I-405) Freeway Improvement Project SR-73 to I-605 . tal Study does not use City of Beai dards or methods - Highway Capacity Manual
| Impact Report/Envi | Impact Suppl | Traffic Study Report Long Beach (HCM} methodology was used for both freeway and arterial level of service calculations. The City of Long
Area (lune 2013). Our comments are focused on the new inft fon that is p {in the I | Study. Beach applies the Intersection Capacity Utilization method for arterials, thus the results may differ due to >' 10
the use of HCM at intersections. While it is not unusual or inappropriate to use one set of standards in
As stated in the Supplemental Study, “the traffic inf fon is the evaluation of the traffic changes in the Long and EIR, it is important to note that the results may be different using the City’s methods.
Beach area along SR-22/7th Street, 1-405 and I-605, at their local interchanges, and at nearby intersections due to
the proposed build alternatives. The study area includes Carson Street in the vicinity of 14605 which, in addition to e Mo clear determination of significant 'mEEE_' - The traffic study states on page 1-2 that “adverse \
the City of Long Beach, includes Cities of Lakewood and Hawaiian Gardens. The objective of this evaluation is to effects are d th h application of professional judgment to changes in level-of-
determine the extent of any potential adverse cumulative effects of the propose project alternatives north of the service (LOS) and volume-to-capacity ratios. For future conditions, the v/c ratio s the demand-to-capacity
limits of the prop i capacity i 3 ratio, where the demand volume is used.” Typically cumulative impacts and also project impacts are
- . based on 2 clearly stated and approved scale upon which the project or cumulative impacts can be
The comments within this letter focus on the major gs of the supp study but do not address all of measured. Thus, a certain change in v/c or d/c due to the project or cumulative condition can then be
the detailed numerical analysis in this large study nor do they address the specifically proposed mitigation declared to the public as a significant impact, and anything less would not be a significant impact.
measures or feasibility of potential mitigation measures, We suggest that a comment be made by the City to the Without this type of impact measurement scale, the public and decision makers cannot be expected to
effect that the City will continue to review the details of the mitigation proposals for appropriateness, feasibility, understand what is or is not a significant impact. Also, when the determination of impact is left to
right of way impacts and other issues. While it is recommended that a more comprehensive review of the “professional judgment” the resulting findings and conclusions will |,m,. differ from one professional 11
“proposed measures” and possible right of way impacts be conducted by the City, even that analysis may be planner/engineer to another and cannot be relied upon for determi of envi | significance.
e and inad since it is likely that the growth impacts on Long Beach intersections are
underestlmated The specific comments are provided below. *  Similar to the prior comment, the Supplemental EiR also states on page S-2 that “it was determined that
. the proposed build alternatives would have project contributions to adverse cumulative effects on
Comments: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and City of Long Beach intersections that were not
. ; ; is Missing - The supplemental study area focuses exclusively on previously considered within the May 2012 Draft EIR/EIS. Project contributions to adverse cumulative
Arterial Segment and Intersection Analysis Missing effects are evaluated through applications of professional judgment to changes in level-of-service (LOS)

the intersections directly adjacent to the |-405 at several arterials and at I-605 (Spring/Cerritos and Carson

Street) and at the arterial interchanges as well as along SR-22/7" Street. Thus, the supplemental study and volume-to-capacity (V/C} ratios.” As noted, “professional judgment” can vary from person to person

only covers ramp terminus intersections directly adjacent to the freeway and along SR-22/7™ Street and and_Js not a:r:r e odels a:; X the results of a quantitative study that is based on traffic
does not include any arterial roadway segments leading to and from 1-405. Thus, no other study s - = ’

intersections were included along other potential freeway bypass or alternate routes that could also be . e 3 . akers - Improvements that would mitigate impacts {called
Impacted by the project as a result of traffic using various routes within Long Beach to avoid freeway “effects” in the documentatlon] are Iaheled as “proposed measures” or “traffic measures to address the
congestion that will result from the project. A review of the OCTAM model run traffic assignment plots > 8 project contrbutions to adverse cumul effects”. It Is unclear how this terminology compares to
provided by the project team, as well as review of independent model runs conducted for tl‘_le City of Long typical terminology used under traffic studies conducted to satisfy the California Environmental Quality > 12
B“C,h.'fls‘"g the Gateway Cities traffic model tquted for-the su~9m:505ﬂ_405 Congestion Hot Spots Act (CEQA} that address “significant impacts” and “mitigation measures.” Under CEQA, significant
Feasibility Study) showed that several other arterial routes would experience increases in traffic volumes impacts are based on technical analysis and comparison against standardized scales to determine
due to the project which may be significant. Those include Palo Verde Avenue north of 1-405, Studebaker whether the level of impact is significant, and if significant, the mitigati Fek Bt "
Road north and south of 1-405, Bellflower Boulevard north and south of 1-405, Atherton Street and Los before the project can be constructed. It is unclear if the “proposed measures” are being committed to
Coyotes Diagonal. Without analysis of the project related traffic flow on these arterials, the supplemental prior to project implementation. _/
impact analysis is incomp The fi ¥ lysis for both Year 2020 and Year 2040 indicate that the

freeway level of service for the |-405 in Long Beach will be essentially LOS E and F at all weaving sggmenly
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GL2 (Continued) GL2 (Continued)

ITERISMM 1-405 Improvement Project EIR/EIS Supplemental Study IT‘ERIS}"::"“M

1-405 Improvement Project EIR/EIS Supplemental Study

Comments, August 7, 2013 Comments, August 7, 2013
+  [Fair Share estimates appear in accurate - The documents have a “fair share percentage calculation” whi:h\ funding or imgl ing i thus the fair share allocation 3
E ) - F B Imp at these locations does not
is based on Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. The formula basically calculates a make sense as Caltrans would be responsible for bringing those facilities up to standard. It is
fair share contribution which is based on the project traffic added divided by the total traffic added. Thus unclear where the other “cumulative” funding would come from for any of the impact locations,
the project is resy for its own inc share dm' growth. This is a reasonable method to but particularly for Caltrans locations it would logically come entirely from Caltrans. As this 15
calculate a fair share estimate of cost. However, we question some of the numerical traffic growth data entire project is on a Caltrans facility, and impacts are caused by the Caltrans facility cont
that has gone into the formula, as described below. madifications, it seems that there should be dedicated funding for 100 percent of the cost for all '
intersections owned by Caltrans and that the other funding besides the fair share should not be
o Cumulative growth rates in City of h not accurate — The fair share contribution by the left unresolved. Thatlist s . .
e el e f mpa ki . That is true for six of the study intersections within the fair share calculation.
intersections are shown to have_total growth rates in traffic of up to 48 percent in one case (SR- This concludes our y of cc on the il | Traffic Study Report Long Beach Area and the San
22 WB Ramp/College Park Drive). Within the three scenarios, six locations have total growth Diego Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, dated June 2013. Please let us know if
rates of over 30 percent and four over 40 percent. Several more show total growth of over 20 you have any questions or concerns. Iteris, Inc. would be happy to meet with City staff to discuss the results of the
percent. When taking out the esti d project inc | share and looking at “cumulative review.

only” growth, the growth rates are still very high at many locations, with one location over 40
percent, six over 30 percent and two over 20 percent. The recently published and publicly

circulated City of Long Beach Mobility Element of the City of Long Beach General Plan shows a Sincerely,

growth in population of 15.5 percent to year 2035 and employment growth of less than ten 13

percent to year 2035. Accounting for the likely future reduction in trip generation due to TDM, %/XM
active transportation, transit and other measures, it is likely that that cumulative traffic growth - -

due to the City of Long Beach growth in population and employment would be between ten to

15 percent and not greater. Thus, the very large cumulative growth rates as projected by the Gary Hamrick

OCTAM model do not seem to be If the total ¢ lative growth is in fact lower that Vice President

stated in the study, then the project contribution would be proportionately higher and OCTA's Transportation Systems
fair share would be higher as well. If the cumulative growth is to be accepted, then it must be iteris, Inc.

mostly attributed to regional growth that is essentially freeway by-pass traffic that would be the
direct result of regional trips choosing to use Long Beach arterials rather than the congested
Caltrans freeway facilities. Thus, most of the growth, even cumulative growth, is in fact directly
related to changes in travel demand on the Caltrans system and not due to City growth patterns.
Based on City of Long Beach growth projections, it is unlikely that background traffic growth due
to City land use and socioeconomic changes would exceed 10 to 15 percent and there are no
known major development projects in the study area that would cause the higher rates of
cumulative growth as shown in the reports. In Y, overestimating I growth and

d imating project inc bath may result In a falr share percentage that is too low
and does not accurately reflect the responsibility for mitigation.

o OCTAM may underestimate project increment - Appendix B-3 of the Supplemental EIR docurnent
provides the fair share percentage calculations and the traffic numbers used to estimate each
intersection’s fair share allocation due to the project. As part of past comments, we have noted
that the Gateway Cities traffic model in some locations shows a higher growth in traffic due to
the project increment than the OCTAM model. As noted previously, the Gateway Cities model
has been more rigorously validated in Los Angeles County and is more detailed and accurate in > 14
Los Angeles County than OCTAM. Thus, the incremental project values from the Gateway Cities
model, where they show significantly higher project traffic contributions in some locations,
should be used. The prior comment regarding the potential underestimate of project
incremental traffic using OCTAM still stands, and as a result the OCTA fair share at some
locations may be underestimated.

o n: of the facilities with “fair * allgcations - Many of the study intersections
are along Caltrans-owned and operated facilities, including those along SR-22/7" Street as well 15
as Pacific Coast Highway. At those facilities, the City of Long Beach would not be responsible for
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APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
GL2 (Continued) GL2 (Continued)
Smita Deshpande
Page 2 of 2
CITY OF LONG BEACH ~
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 2. Be circulated only after all involved Lus Angeles County agencies, including Caltrans
833 WEST OCEAN BOULEVARD » LONG BEACH, GA 90802 « (562) 570-8382 « FAX (562) 570-8012 District 7, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Agency, Gataway Cities

Cowdmeowmnh,aﬂthscudlmgﬁammmmmﬂmdmndmmhn 18
of the proposed "mitigation measures” are feasible, how those “mitigation measures® will
be funded, and what ag ,wfllberespuns&ﬁeforlheﬁnplemerﬁaﬁunofeﬂofme

April 24, 2013 individual *mitigation measures”, —
™
Smita Deshpande The City is also in recaipt of racently proposed project “mitigatior: measures” developed by
Branch Chief Caltrans District 7. 1t is my understanding that Caltrans District 12 is also in receipt of this same
Caltrans District 12 propogal and has provided its concurrencs. The City is currently evaluating this new proposal
3347 Michelson Drive and we intend to complete that review by May 17, 2013. At this point the City is unclear as to >19
Irvine, CA 82612 which “mitigation measures” Caltrans plans on including in the supplemental environmental
docum_eﬂtaﬁcn for the pm;‘ec!; ;hase “traffic emal_'lcqmanis" provided by OCTA's conisultants or
Subject  Draft Supplemental Traffic Study, DraRt Environmental Impact Report / U8 “migsiion massuree” dentiied by, Catomns Ditict 7. -
Environmental Impact Statement (EIRIEIS) f g
D Friss YRRl S g Peocig ek The City of Long Beach continues to look forward to working with Caltrans and OCTA staff to
resolve the outstanding issues and concemns identified in thie letter.
Dear Ms. Daeshpande:
Sincarely,
Thislatu'lubupmhcw«wmnmmmmmumnmdmlm of
the ) 1 related to the subject project. It is of primary
hputamahhﬂhylhatouronnwhnmarepruuidedanoppommlymmmdmmmem 16
on traffic impacts caused by the project and the proposed improvements to be made to mitigate
those impacts through the EIR/EIS process.
David Roseman
Ina Teﬁlnil;d Workmg Group muhnu on February 13", 2013, Caltrans and OCTA staff and City Traffic Engineer

gy other than “significant traﬂl:i'npact'utwnlwrlngto
pmdMahndmthInuuClyMLongBemhﬂmtmmmlﬂe
supplemental study effort. At thal same meeting, It was also suggested that "mitigation Aftachments
measures” wera not project mitigation but traffic flow enhancements that could be addressed in
an Envirgnmental Commitment Report, a report | understand may not be subject to the public

raview process or be direcly attributable to the project. Another altemative promoted at the cc:  Ara Maloyan, Director of Public Works
ting was to p the proposed “mitigation " in a sep project that would be Amy Bodek, Director of Development Services
sepuateiy fmded " The Cily perceives these actions as an attempt to supplant the Michas! Mais, Assistant City Attorney
and thus. significant cause for concemn. To be perfectly clear, the 17 Kathy Jensen, Ratan and' Tucker
City of Long Beach will not accept any such environmental alternatives short of inciuding both Miall Barrett, OCTA

the identification of “significant traffic iImpacts™ and their assoclated *mitigation measures” within
the EIR/EIS for the project.

To this end, the City respactfully req that the supph | envi d
to be released to the public:
1. Clearly describe in detall both the "significant traffic i tnpnﬁs d the project within lha
limits of the City of Long Beach and the project's prop g
address those impacts. /
28 W, Cetun Bk, 7 Floor BERVICTS e:uﬁ'mm uﬁ-—u::"m m!Erf-n-m
333 W, Qenan Bivd, I Floor Long Bessh, CA ROSOZ W E Wiiow Breel Long Besc’, CA SOBO8 Lang el Baach, CA w0813
Lorg Baach, CA S0 Pha. (B8} 708684 Leng Dassn, CA §OR0S. Ph. (567 570-5400 BT} STOS00
P (589 STO-8363 Fax (802} 6708012 P (S4T) E70-0880 Frox (383) 570-8414. Foa (300) H70-8300 Fux (803} §70-4750
Fax (B22) EPO-5012 Fix §a87) B70-2681
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GL2 (Continued)

GL2 (Continued)
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GL3

CITY OF LOS ALAMITOS

3191 Kotesa Avenua
Los Abmbics, ©A
POTEFEA00

Talaphone:
(562) 431-3538

FAX (547) 893-1255

August 12, 2013

VIA EMAIL: 40!

Ms. Smita Deshpande

Caltrans-District 12,

"Attn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period®
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA 92612

Subject: Interstate 405 (I-405) Improvement Project Comments to
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Dear Ms. Deshpande:

The City of Los Alamitos appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
above mentioned document. The City of Los Alamitos has the following
comments on the Interstate 405 Improvement Project between State
Route 73 and Interstate 605 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement prepared by the State of
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) dated June 2013:

\

1. The proposed project does not address the needs of the small
southerly stretch of the I-605 Freeway completely within Orange
County before it terminates at the |-405 Freeway. This portion of
the -605 Freeway includes its interchange with Willow Street/
Katella Avenue and is under the jurisdiction of Caltrans District 12,
which is the Lead Agency for the proposed project. While the 1-805
Freeway is primarily in Los Angeles County and under the > 1
jurisdiction of Caltrans District 7, any future project for the 1-605
Freeway by Caltrans District 7 does not guarantee that this small
southerly stretch will be included in that project. Consequently, this
small portion of the I-605 Freeway could be “forgotten” and may not
be improved for long stretches at a time. In order to construct a
comprehensive freeway system, the proposed project needs to
include this small portion of the 1-605 Freeway.

2. The Willow Street/Katella Avenue at 1-605 Freeway interchange
needs to be modemized to meet existing and future traffic
demands. This interchange was constructed in the 1960s and used > 2
a clover-leaf design with short and compact weaving areas and
chalienging merge and diverge points. The increase of traffic
volumes since the 1960s practically necessitates modernization of _J

March 2015
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GL3 (Continued) GL3 (Continued)

. . . . LN Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, we request that the
i Eun ol ShsSal 45 ST SeRiC oA, T irtomnsd | 2 lead agency provide the City of Los Alamitos with written responses to al
project should idenfify and evaluate measures to modemize the > Ogum:‘;:gs :ont:;r:te_d herellg prior tot 121? adoﬁ;’“"tﬁf the rg‘:' ElF- Should
interchange. Any proposed improvements to this interchange y any questions, please contact myself at the number below,
should involve representatives from the City of Los Alamitos. _< si i

incerely,
3. The Spring Street/Cerritos Avenue at 1-805 Freeway interchange ‘ ;'l

needs to be modemized to meet existing and future traffic E_LN
demands. This interchange was constructed in the 1960s, but only Steven A. Mendoza
with accommodations for southbound off-ramps and northbound >3 Community Development/Public Works Director

on-ramps. The proposed project should identify and evaiuate

measures to modernize the interchange by adding the southbound

on-ramps and northbound off-ramps. Any proposed improvements

to this interchange should involve representatives from the City of

Los Alamitos. _/

4. During the construction of the proposed project, drivers will seek\
alternative routes to avoid the construction work on the 1-405
Freeway project as seen with the ongoing West County Connectors
(WCC) project. Los Alamitos Boulevard and Katella Avenue
through the City of Los Alamitos Boulevard will be used as
alternative routes during construction of the proposed project and >4
may need improvements prior o commencement of the proposed
project. An evaluation is needed to identify potential traffic impacts
during construction impacts of the proposed project. It would help
relieve some of the diverted ftraffic onto City streets during
construction of the proposed project.

5. Caltrans District 7, in conjunction with the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) and Gateway Cities
Council of Governments (COG), is currently evaluating the
proposed SR-91, 1405, 1805 Corridors project and has
preliminarily identified various traffic improvements to streets and
intersections in the City of Los Alamitos, including the intersection
of Los Alamitos Boulevard at Katella Avenue, that would be >5
implemented with the SR-91, 1-405, I-605 Corridors project. The
City of Los Alamitos requests that the sponsors of this 1-405
Improvement project in Orange County also commit to
implementing these potential improvements identified in the SR-91,
1-405, |-605 Corridors Project prior to commencement of the
proposed project. It would help relieve some of the diverted traffic
onto City streets during construction of the proposed project. /

Interstate 405 (1-405) Improvement Project
Page 2 of 3
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GL4

Patrick O’Donnell
City of Long Beach
Councilmember Fourth Distriet

Smita Deshpande - Branch Chlef
Caltrans - District 12

Aftn: 405 SDEIR - DEIS Comment Period
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

irvine, CA 92812

Dear Ms. Deshpande:

Long Beach has had little to no input on the 405 Widening Project and nmm’r@bﬁn}l

toldwewibepaykmforhaimpuﬂofan&mue@u roject. This is not
acceptable. als

TheCﬂyofngBeawwhformedtfwthleSupphrmntammﬂEMmmenhl

GL5
From: Don Broun [donbroun@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 11:14 PM
To: P. , 405.Supph tal. Draft. EIR.EIS
Ce: gmmontana@rossmoor-csd.org
Subject: Fw: Rossmoor Response to SDIR/EIS and Proposed Toll Lanes
-—-Forwarded Message—-—

From: Chris Montana

Sent: Aug 12, 2013 815 PM

To: ™ ink.net"

Subject: Rossmoor Response to SDIR/EIS and Proposed Toll Lanes

On behalf of the Community of Rossmoor, please include the following items below as Comments:
(1} You Tube Link to Rossmaoor residents’ comments, and
(2) Change.Org Link to petition by Rossmoor residents.

http://voutu.be/aRGreFkwFNM

Impact Report (DEIR) that we would be held respon tigation costs on state
right-of-ways. C{)ND’.Elllls 16, City Council voted mlﬁlﬁoﬂm staff to W:I'nk towards 2 Please include both of these items as “Comments” on the SDEIR/EIS as well as Proposed Toll Lanes included
getting our concerns addressed, including but not limited to taking legal action. inthe Concepts of Alernative 1.
We will continue to fight to protect our residents from impacts created by this project.
'ﬂ!airstmetsandoanmuesnﬁlbeaﬁecbedandtheyshoudnowsemecnedmpgyme Chrig Montara
price. General Manager
Emmontana@rossmoor-csd.org
Sinuarely, WWW.rossmoor-csd.ofg
Patrick O'Donnell 3’5
Councilmember, Fourth District
City of Long Beach
Rassmoor Community Services District
3001 Blume Drive, Rossmoor, CA 90720
562.430.3707
"Desfgnated the number one suburb in California and number nine in the nation”™
333 West Ocean Boulevard » Long Beach « California 90802
Phone 562.570.6918 - Fax 562.570.5235
district4@longbeach.gov
R2-GL-12 1-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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GL6 GL6 (Continued)
o i g b RESOLUTION NO. 13-07-22-01
To: Parsons, NS.Sumemu,DraitEIR.ElS_
s DOt o T AT Froject A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE ROSSMOOR
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT OPPOSING THE SCREENING OF
This resolution is the RCSD's official statement during the EIR/EIS comment period. SEEg(N:T A AND B H(yArLLANESAAS O?II'!I%NS TDIT-‘E“F PRE‘?;)USLY
Henry Taboada PRDJEC‘[‘
External Affairs Consultant
562.430.3707
Www.rossmoor-csd. org
e L O TR KOO o o e | . WHEREAS, the Rossmoor Community Services District (District) has \
cities of Seal Beach and Los Alamitos. The Special District of Rossmoor is governed by a five member Board of Directors, who are previously taken an official position in favor of Alternative 1 and opposition to
elected by the of and under the supervision of a General Manager. Rossmoor Is known for its splendid Alternatives 2 and 3.
urban forest, beautiful homes and strong family values.
s WHEREAS, the District has had reliance on the vote of the Orange County

Rossmoor, CA 90720

Transportation Authority (OCTA) in selecting Alternative 1 which excluded High
Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes as the preferred Alternative in October of 2012.

WHEREAS, the District has been informed that a newly constituted Board of
Directors of the OCTA voted in April 2013 to reconsider HOT lanes.

WﬂEREAS,lheOCTABomdofDimcmmandtheCaJifomiaDepmntof 2
Transportation (Caltrans) has issued a Supplementa] EIR/EIS which screens Concepts A
and B and reintroduces the potential for HOT lanes.

WHEREFEAS, the District considers any variation to the 1-405 Tmprovement
Project other than Alternative 1 as detrimental to the well being of the Rossmoor
community due to the impacts of traffic, noise and light and air pollution.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors of the
Rossmoor Community Services District strongly opposes any deviation from the
previously selected Alternative 1 which excludes HOT lanes.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of July, 2013, /

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
ROSSMOOR COMMUNITY SER’ DISTRICT

By: J‘“\/\- "L\I\,Ma——---\

Michael Maynard, “VETI[
ATTEST:

Chris Montana, Secgetary
Rossmoor Community Services District

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R2-GL-13 March 2015
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GL7 GL7 (Continued)
Thank you for your courtesy in this regard. Please let me know as soon as 1
BOSSMOOR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT Tt T o s antnfoxms fay Based if this recuest will be bnoved. t
cont.
PR ETIS Ga g e e E:::lsm i‘s my business card with contact information should you have any
Cordially,
July 17, 2013 M MWM
Chris Montana
General Manager
Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief RCSD
Caltrans-District 12
2201 Dupont Dr. Suite 200 Cc: RCSD Board of Directors

Irvine. CA 92612
Dear Ms. Deshponde:

I am writing on behalf of the Rossmoor Community Services District Board
of Directors and the Rossmoor Community. Specifically we are formally
requesting an extension of the 1-405 Improvement Project EIR/EIS comment
period which ends August 12, 2013.

Our reasons are this. We first heard about the Supplemental EIR/EIS at the
OCTA Policy Working Group meeting on June 26, 2013. The District's
representative, Director Ron Casey reported on this at his first opportunity
at our July 9, 2013 Board meeting. It was an informational report not an
action item since neither the staff nor the Board had previously been
briefed on this matter.

Unfortunately, our next Board meeting is on August 13, 2013. This is the
only opportunity for our Board to inform our community about the
implications of the Supplemental document and to obtain feedback. It is 1
also our only opportunity for the Board to take a formal position on this
matter.

We respectfully request an extension of at least several days after our
August meeting to submit comments. We would call for a Special meeting of
our Board, were it not for summer vacation schedules of our Board
members. Also we would need time to adequately inform our residents that
this matter will be on our August Agenda for possible action.

Given the public interest on this issue and the accommodation which was
made for the City of Long Beach, we believe that it serves our common
interests to grant an extension. Rossmoor’s residents should be able to
provide input to their elected representatives and for our Board to take a j

formal position on their behalf.

March 2015 R2-GL-14 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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Dear Ms. Deshpande:

Based on your denial of the Rogsmoor Community Services District’s request for an extension of
the I-405 comment period, the District’s Board of Directors has adopted a Resohition opposing
HOT lanes for the project. That Resolution and a Press Rek on this devel t is attached
for inclusion into the record.

P

mnmumﬂmmoﬂmomeﬂmmhmmrmmﬂymﬂnm
ymomnmlylommd,nswell I cannot express strongly h our dizappoi

g an 0, esp ﬁmmhwmmmﬂhmﬂ.“?emﬂ,
mammmMmmmmesmmm
Alternative 1 for the project.

Please keep us informed of any new developments as you progress with a final decision on the
scope of the project. _J

Cordially,
Yo Memtenna

CITY OF SEAL BEACH

PUBLIC WORKS DEFARTMENT
211 Eighth Street
Seal Beach, CA 90740
TRANSMITTAL
TO:  Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief
Caltrans-Disirict 12, “Attn: 405 SDEIR-DEIS
Comment Period”
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92612
SUBJECT: 1-405 Improvement Project — Supplemental Draft EIR/ELS
WE ARE ENCLOSING: THE FOLLOWING: FOR:
Under Separate Cover Letter Your Review
x  Herewith Prints Your Approval
X Via Hand Deliver Specifications Your Information
Originals Your Files
Agreements X Your Use
Drawings Your Signature
X Other Your Revision
REMARKS; _City of Seal Beach comment to Supplemental Draft ETR/EIS. Dated June 2013
Thank vou,

If we may be of further assistance, please contact me at (562) 431-2527 ext. 1318

Sincerely,

Sean Crumby
Assistant City Manager/Director of Public Works

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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GL-9 (Continued)

GL-9 (Continued)

s Draft Envir Hmpact Report / Statement Suppl | Draft | impact Report | Statoment
h et D Impact Repor me SCH No. 2009091001
Table of Contents 100 ATTACHMENTS ..ot s T O
List of Sections
Section Page List of Attachments
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...t e e e sissesaeans s ss s sn s s sn s sssnsns] Attachment
1.0 INTRODUCTION 1 California Department of Transportation, December 2012 Supplemental Traffic Study,
1,:1 Preface December 2012
1.2 Introduction 2 Comrespondence from Jim Bell, OCTA Executive Director, June 25, 2013
3  Orange County Transportation Commission, High-Occupancy Vehicle racdation
20 RECIRCULATION AND SIGNIFICANT NEW INFORMATION...............coooooooooov 17 st._.;f Pgwg:gint, Apﬁl B, 2013 ¢ paney Peg
4 City of Long Beach, 1-405 Freeway Improvement Project Letter and Memorandum, Ju
3.0 “LOGICAL TERMINI" UNREASONABLY LIMITS ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS .....24 9 Eia. gmg vime ) Y
5 Kenneth A. Small and Chen Feng Ng, Optimizing Road Capacity and Type, June 1,
4.0 JUNE 25, 2013 LETTER FROM PROJECT SPONSOR .....cooooooooiiieiiee e 30 2013 ng Ng, Opl g pactly e
6 of Seal Beach, Studebaker Road/College Park Drive Alternative Street and Ram
5.0 ADDITIONAL SUPPORT FOR SEAL BEACH'S REQUESTED g;!l:ﬁguration July 2013 g P
DESIGN EXCEPTIONS........ooorvommuimmmantnsoaeesoosceeoeioeeoeeeoeeee oo e 33 ' )
6.0 SUBSEQUENT PROJECT MODIFICATIONS ...t assss s ranns 34
6.1 HOWVL Dagmdamn ....................... 34
6.2 Decision 10 Toll ....c.coueeiimneiie et 36
7.0 SUPPLEMENTAL DEIR/S AND SUPPLEMENTAL TRAFFIC STUDY ........cccovvueennnn 37
71 General Comment.......c..coeren s 37
7.2 Incomplete Project Desmptlon a7
7.3  Cormidor System Management Plan 38
74  Long Beach Area Traffic Study Technical Working Group........eeaesniesns 41
7.5  City of Long Beach Comment Letter ...
7.6 Fragmentation...............cccooeeiiinnn,
7.7 December 2012 Supplemental Traffic Study rrerrae
7.8 Environmental Impact “Significance” Critenia... ..o eeevees e sesssss s sessseas
79 Absence of Measurable Performance Standards
7.10  Unreliable Performance Data
711 Committed Funding...
712 TDMTSM and Other AHEMEtVES ..o aesaes e
7.13 CEQA Considerations Relatlng to Supplamenlaf EIRs.
7.14 Recirculated DEIR/S
7.15 Faasibility
7.16  Improper Delegation of Authority...........
8.0 AREAS AND FACIUTIES OF SPECIFIC CONCERN 72
8.1 College Park East... . 72
8.2  College Park West W73
8.3 HOT Lanes ... 73
9.0
San Diego Freeway Improvement Project July 22, 2013 July 22, 2013 San Diego Freeway Improvement Project
City of $eal Beach Page | Page City of Seai Beach
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GL-9 (Continued)

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report / Statement
SCH Mo. 2008081004

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

June 2013 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS

The City has completed its final review of the June 2013 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS document
for the |-405 Improvement Project and resulted with the following comments. The City Is
requesting an official response tu, but not limited to, the below items and comments raised
throughout this entire document.

1. The City provided a “Third Party Review Technical Comments (July 22, 2013 In

GL-9 (Continued)

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report |/ Statemant
SCH No, 2009091001

9. The purpose of the June 2013 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS was to include ‘signiﬁca?
new information”; however, the document did not include: 1) OCTA’'s Board of Director's
selected Alternalive 1 as the Local Preferred Altemative, 2) Alternative 2 is not
cansistent with SCAG's current RTP ar FTIP, and 3) Allernative 3 is not congistent with
SCAG's RTP or FTIP. Provide a discussion in the Supplemeantial Draft EIR/EIS to
address these issues.

10. The Air Quality Analysis is based upon “Vehicle Speeds” will increase. However, the
mainline Level of Service is maintained as “F for Alternative 2 and 3. In addition,

-

10

11

13

14

15

rasponse to the release of the June 2013 Supplemental Draft EIR./EIS. Provide an 1 LACMTA has performed a operational analysis for the SR-1101110 "110 Express Lanes >—
acknowledgement of receipt of said document. Performance Update” which noted that “as traffic volumes have increased, the "average”
2. The February 2013 Supplemental Traffic Study is referenced but could not located GFP (general purpose) lane speeds have declined”. Update the Air Quality Analysis
through OCTA's website or other document references. Pravide or make available the 2 based upon the traffic Level of Servica and the LACMTA, —
2013 Supplemental Traffic Study. 11. The June 2013 Supplemental EIR/EIS does not address the impacts of public
3. The report is not consistent in regards to which Supplemental Traffic Study is being transportation ridership o any of the three alternatives (Alternative 1, Altemative 2, and
referenced, Provide a reference consistent through-out the document which lraffic study 3 Alternalive 3) in conformance with Califomia Vehicle Code Section 21655.5(a). Provide —
is being used as a reference, i.e.; December 2012, February 2013, March 2013, April an analysis and impacts to the level of service for the mainline freeway system and
2013, and/or June 2013, comparative analysis for toll revenue impacts.
4, Provide a discussion "Why" each Supplemental Traffic Study was not circulated. The 12. An HOV 3+ efficiency discussion was not provided. Provide an analysis of the HOV 3+
December 2012 Supplemental traffic Study was only circulated to the Technical Warking 4 paolicy compared to ihe Atternative 3 (HOTL) impacts to the general purpose lane, costs,
Group and not to the Affected Orange County Carmidor Agencies. and efficiency.
5. Since the Clty of Seal Beach was initially excluded from the Technical Working Group, 13. A trave! Demand Management Program (TDM) was not fully discussed. References
the Cily of Seal Beach formally requests electronic copies of ALL Supplemental traffic 5 were made for bikeways and roadway efficiencies, but the recommended result was a
Studies to past on its Website to solicit Community Comments in conformance with the payment to the City of Long Beach for mitigation. In conformance with FHWA's Federal >_
CEQA/NEPA Program. Aid Highway Program Guidance, include TDM alternatives including fixed guideway,
6. Provide or extend the Comment period far an additional 30 days to receive Public 6 BRT's, park-n-ride: facilities, multi-modal travel, and other non-traffic related opportunities
Comments in the Supplemental Traffic Study previously not provided. comparison to the HOTL alternative.
7. The December 2012 Supplemental traffic Study provided detailed information on the 14, The limits of the project impacts are confinad ta the County line on the neorth and SR-73
impacts to the entire mainline project, interchanges, and intersections. The June 2013 on the south. In additian, the praject has not thoroughly investigated the users of the Loll
only focusses on the impacts to the City of Long Beach intersection and interchanges. 7 facility. Therefore, pravide an origin and destination of the HOTL ugers to justity the need
Provide or include the December 2012 Supplemental Traffic Study in the June 2013 of the facility and determine where appropriate lane drops or HOTL facility should
Draft Supplemental EIR/EIS terminate.
8. In July of 2012, the City of Seal Beach provided written comments to the DEIR/s. The 15. The 2013 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS does not conduct a concomitant analysis for the
LEAD agency has not responded to the City comments. Provide written responses by 8 newly introduced traffic impacts for the Long Beach Area. Provide a detailed analysis of
the LEAD agency on the City of Seal Beach's July 2012 Comments.
(s:iu;:flgglzmy Improvement Project July 22‘;:3:3' ;ﬂ;:: 2013 San Dicgo Freeway hnprcu:fyeor;lgr!;rgu;;‘l
I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R2-GL-17 March 2015
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PF t Report / Statement
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GL-9 (Continued)

tal Draft Envir

| Impact Report / Statement
SCH No. 2008091001

the environmental impacts (air quality, water quality, noise..etc) for the introduced Long 15 23. Specific intersections impacted by the project were not address. These impacts include
Beach intersections, cont. project related and construction detours. Lampson Avenue carridor shall be evaluated
16. Refarence material was not clearly demarcated. As an example, applicable page for project impacts and detour impacts. Seal Beach Boulevard and Wastminstar Avenue 23
numbers or section numbers were not included in the Draft EIR/EIS or the Supplemental shall ba evaluated for detour impacts. Almond Avenue shall be evaluated for Project and
Draft EIR/EIS. Provide complete references for the Draft EIR/EIS and the Supplemental 16 construction impacts. Mitigation measure shall be provided for each evaluation, similar to
Draft EIR/EIS. It is also requested to be recirculated with this vital decision making the Long Beach intersection evaluation.
infarmation. — 24, The Toll Lane Analysis is incomplete by not discussing the linkages with the SCAG
17. The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS is predicated on new significant information; however, Express/HOT Lane Network. Provide a detailed analysis on the linkages with other 24
this information Is very vague In its presentation and the analysis of the City of Long — 17 existing and proposed Express/HOT lanes in the SCAG Model.
Beach Study. Provide a detailed listing of the significant information, and detailed 25. The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS does not address the degradation of traffic flow during
enyirunrnantal analysis of the City of Long Beach Traffic Study (prepared by lteris). the Peak Hour of travel for each of the proposed alternatives and thereby reducing 25
18. In April of 2013 two new design Cancepts were presented (Concept A and Concept B) congestion. Provide an alternative which reduces cangestion far the Peak Hour along
to OCTA. These concepts represent new introduced information and were not included with a full impact analysis.
in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS. Provide an analysis for Concept A and Concept B in 18 26, The SR-22/7™ Street Ramp at College Park Drive Is discussed in Alternatives 1 and 2,
conformance with CEQA/NEPA determination. bul not included in Alternative 3. A discussion is requested for the elimination of any 26
18. A choke point will exist when all HOV(L) and General Purpose lanes terminate into the project impacts to this intersection. The traffic remains relatively constant for each
existing lanes at the Counly Line with Los Angeles. No additional analysis or mitigation Alternative.
measures are proposed for this condition or the cause and effect on Orange County >_ 27. Figure 3-2 does not correctly show the lane configuration at the intersection of SR-22/7"
Traffic along the 405 cormridor. Provide a detailed analysis of the termini of the 405 at the 19 Street and College Park Drive. In addition, the December 2012, Supplemental Traffic
county line to determine the operational and environmental characteristics impacts to the Study analysis did not reflect the cumrent lane configuration for the developad Modal, A
drivers and communities. traffic signal is proposed at this Intersectlon; however, the City of Long Beach provided >- 27
20. The Technival Working Group developed project findings and defined the: limits of the an Altemative for a direcl connect ramp to Studebaker Road and separating it from
Supplemental Draft EIR/S. However, the Technical Working Group support materials Callege Park Drive. College Park Drive also connected directly to Studebaker Road.
were not referenced or provided. Provide meeting Agendas, meeting minutes, meeting — 20 Evaluate this Alternative for mitigation measures at the College Park Drive/SR~
documents, exhibits, agreements, and other reference materials discussed at the 22/Studebaker Ramp. -
Technical Working Group meetings. 28. Previously, the City of Seal Beach contacted Caltrans District 7 and Headquarters i;:\
21. Braided Ramps were removed from the project. The Draft EIR/S discussed the inclusion install a traffic signal at this location. It was denied with Caltrans citing the backup onto
of thess rampe as safety opportunities. However, in the Supplement Draft EIR/S some of 21 SR-22/7" Street causes a safety concern. The report does not model is issue caused by
these ramps were removed. Provide a safety analysis and discussion for the remaval of placing a traffic signal at this location nor was an Agreement with Caltrans provided with >_ 28
braided ramps. this option. Since the City was previously denied by Caltrans, an Agreement with
22, The City of Long Beach requested studies were included in the Supplemental Draft Caltrans 1o inslall a traffic signal at this location is required before it is proposed as a
EIR/S. However, the City of Seal Beach's request for additional impact studies related to mitigation measure.
College Park East was not considered. Provide City of Seal Beach safety, traffic, and 22 29. The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS report provides congestion detail at the terminus of the 29
environmental Impacts studies for the community of College Park East. project at 1-405 and states the sach alternative will impact 1-405 north of the 1-605
San Disgo Fresway Improvement Project July 22, 2013 Juky 22, 2013 8an Diago Freeway Improvement Project
Clty of Saal Baach Page i Page iv City of Seal Beach
March 2015 R2-GL-18 1-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

GL-9 (Continued)

tal Draft Envir t Report / Stat t

SGH No. 2009031001

3

-

3z,

. Each proposed Altermnative requires both Mandatory and Advisory Design Excepﬁcr:sh<

interchange. However, no other information is provided on the impacts to the traffic as it
reachas saturation at the 1-805 interchange and what happens to both the general
purpose lanes and the HOV lanes. A discussian is provided that provides mitigation in
terms of “cash” value to Caltrans for future use to improve the affected 1-408
interchanges north of 1-605. Provide a traffic model to determine the impacts to traffic
flow at the County Line, absence of 1-405 improvements, and north of the |-605 for each
Alternative.

A letter was received by the City of Seal Beach from the project sponsor OCTA. It was
dated June 25, 2013. Discussions in this letter, included review of City provided
Alternatives, review of City proposed Mandatory and Advisory Exceptions, Project
relocated Soundwall and Almond Avenue Impacts, and digcussion of accident data. The
June 2013 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS report did not include any discussions of the City
praposed alternatives, requested studies, and impacts to Almond Avenue. However, the
December 2012 Draft Supplemental Traffic Study Report does address many of the City
Alternatives, This information was omitted in the June version. Provide the omitted
information and include in the Supplemental Draft EIR/S.

conformance with the Highway Deslgn Manual, Chapter 80, Chapter 2 of the
Supplemental Draft EIR/ELS report discusses the need for mandatory and Advisory
Design exceptions and details the number required for each. These are provided below
as referenca:

Alternative 1: Nine Mandatory and 18 Advisory exceplions

Alternative 2: Nine Mandatory and 17 Advisory (including reduction of 12-foot

lanes to 11-fooot lanes) exceptions

Alternative 3: Nine Mandalory and 20 Advisory exceptions
A list of excaptions or document reference was not provided in order to review the
Design Exceptions. Provide and include this is a critical document into the traffic study..
The December 2012 Supplemental Traffic Study provided greater detall relating to the
impacts the interchanges, ramps, and intersections along the Orange County Corridar.
In addition, Chapter 4 of this report included an analysis of the Long Beach Area. Both
reports did not include the LOS analysis work sheets, The June 2013 Supplemental
Draft EIR/RIS only provided Chapter 4 of the December 2012 report. The coridor
information is a vital compenent of the EIR/EIS evaluation and provides an overview and

29
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the necessary mitigation measures 1o reduce the community impacts. Provide the June J
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The Supplemental EIR/EIS dogs not address the traffic congestion from the OC/LA
County Line to SR-73, The main focus of this report is the impacts to the City of Long
Beach intersections adjacent to the "project”. Missing from the analysis data is the
impacts to the congestion at the County Line before and after the 1-606 Interchange. The
report discusses four (4) accomplishments of Alternative 3 which includes the following:

1. Reduce Cangeslion

2. Enhance Operations

3. Increase mobility, imprave trip reliability, maximize throughput, and optimize

aperations

4. Minimize environmental impacts and ROW acquisitions
Since the Supplemental Draft EIRVEIS does not include the corridor information such as
level of service, vic ratios, dic ratios, link level of service, or a discussion of *F” verses °F
++°, the ability 1o quantify the four accomplishments of Alternative 3 cannct be verified.
Provide the information previcusly included in the December 2012 Supplement Traffic

Study and compare it to the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS defined accomplishments for
Alternative 3 to quantify them. _/
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1.0  INTRODUCTION
1.1 Preface

It may be human nature (if not a human foible) to look for the good in our own ac}ivities while
ignoring, glossing over, or seeking to justify those same activity's less desirable attributes. It is,
therefore, understandable (albeit not excusable) when a project proponent expends unlffue
efforts to advocate the merits of those plans and programs that they have already put in motion
while giving short-shift to both the fallacies in the plan or program being advan::_ﬂd and to those
naysayers seeking to raise unaddressed or under-explored issues and suggesting the need for
further refinement and/or altemative direction. ARthough one might hope that the eiec‘_ted
decision-making body of a public agency might be more willing to engage in self-examination
and more amenable to & varety of differing viewpoints, materials generated (by others) in
advancement of that body's actual deliberations cannot avoid but to both reflect the inherent
biases of their non-elected authors and that same human tendency's inclination to defend
actions taken and positions previously espoused. To do otherwise might be perceived as an
admission of poor judgment or suggestive of a personal or profassional falling. Evan_ when the
elected body provides differing direction, it is a rarity when agency siall will actually shift gears.

The individuals and firms responsible for the preparation and processing of the proposed project
and Hs assoclated environmental documentation are qualified professions whose actions, while
overly zealpus, were likely well intended but nonetheless both misguided and absence
reasonable balance The comments presented herein are not intended to assert, infer, or
otherwise claim that the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans or Lead Agency), the
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), or any other governmental or non-
gavernmental entity, inclusive of the advisory and decision-making bodies of those
organizations, their management, and the employees, consultants, and vandors thereof, have
intentionally made or sought to make any material misrepresentations for the purpose of
deception or otherwise or intentionally viclated or sought to violate any laws, statutes, rules,
regulations, or codes of conduct with regards to the proposed project.

Even gualified individuals, however, can embark on a course of action that, over time, is
demonstrated to be ill-advised or which lacks solid footing. In an open, demacratic process in
which minds are not set and postlions not too firmly entrenched, public comments (whether
offered in praise or in crilicisms) serve to enhance the decision-making process by allowing all
viewpoints to be considered. Because statute stipulates that agency decisions need 'l'n be both
informed and balanced, it is only through a willingness to consider additional information and to
give credence to competing and/or conflicting viewpoints that better decisions are possible.

1.2  Introduction

The following comments serve to augment those written and oral comments previously
submitted to Lead Agency and to OCTA by the City of Seal Beach (City or Seal Beach), its
governmental entiies, its elected and appointed officials, and its residenls and business
community as part of thal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process which is now underway fcrthe_prpposed “San Diego
(1-405) Freeway Improvement Project” as described In the “Draft I:nwronmelntal Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement — San Diego Freeway Improvement Praject, Orange
and Los Angeles Counties, California, SCH #2009091001° {Caltrans and OCTA, May 2012)
(DEIR/S or Draft EIR/EIS) and as supplemented in both the “Supplemental Draft Environmental

July 22, 2013
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Impacl Report/Environmental Impact Statement — San Diego Freeway Improvement Project,
Orange and Las Angeles Counties, California® (Caltrans and OCTA, June 2013) (SDEIR/S or
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS) and “Supplemental Traffic Study Report — Long Beach Area’
(Caltrans, June 2013) (STS). All of those previous comments are again submitted to Callrans
and to the OCTA in response to the release of the SDEIR/S and the Lead Agency's solicitation
for public and agency comments in response thereto. Pursuant to Section 15150 in Title 14,
Chapter 3 of the California Code of Regulations {(CCR), all previous comments from Seal
Beach, its elected and appointed officials, and from its residents and its business community on
the DEIR/S are incorporated herein by reference and, by this reference, assumed to be made a
physical parl hereof.

As required in 14 CCR 15088, Seal Beach reguesls lhat the Lead Agency provide a detalled
written response to both the comments presented herein and to those additional comments
incorporaled herein by reference. Similarly, by incorporating those previous comments herein,
independent of whether those comments were first presented by the City or by other parties, by
making those previous comments a parl of the City's own. response to the Lead Agency's
dissemination of the DEIR/S and the SDEIR/S, as required under Section 21092.5(a) of the
Public Resources Code (PRC), Seal Beach requests that the Lead Agency provide the City with
Caltrans’ draft written respenses {conforming to the requiremenls of CEQA) to all such
comments at least ten days prior to cerfification of the environmental impact repart (EIR).

Although Seal Beach's status has never been acknowledged by the Lead Agency, as defined in
Seclion 1305(c) in Title 23 of the United States Code (U.S.C.) and in Section 15381 in Title 14
of the CCR, Seal Beach is approprialely categorized as a “Participating Agency” in the NEPA
process and a "Respansible Agency” in the CEQA pracess.

As noted abave, these comments are the result of the Lead Agency's dissemination of the
SDEIR/S. The information presented therein is based, al least in part, on the analysls
presented in the June 2013 STS; however, the June 2013 5TS was neither included in nor
disseminated wilh the SDEIR/S and was not "incorporated by reference” therein pursuant to
Section 14 CCR 15150. In addition, neither the SDEIRIS nor the public nolice announcing its
release indicate where a copy of that STS can be view

In looking for the STS, the Lead Agency creates needless confusion as to the precise nature of
that document. Referencing the SDEIR/S:

Ll “The new information and analysis presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS is
based on the ‘Supplemental Traffic Study Report — Lang Beach Ares,' prepared in April
2013 in response to City of Long Beach comments on the Draft EIR/EIS™ (emphasis
added) (General Information about this Document, unpaginated);

. “The new information and analysis presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS is
based on the ‘Supplemental Traffic Study Report — Long Beach Area, prepared in
March 2013 in response to City of Long Beach comments on the Draft EIR/EIS”
(emphasis added) (SDEIR/S, p. 5-1);

. “The City of Long Beach has reviewed the ‘Draft Supplemental Traffic Study Report —
San Diego Freeway (I-405) Improvement SR74 to 1-605, dated December 2012°
(emphasis added) (SDEIR/S, Appendix A);

. Chapter 6 (References) of the SDEIR/S cites a “Supplemental Traffic Study Repart —
Long Beach Area, February 2013" (emphasis added) (p. 6-1); and
July 22, 2013 San Diego Freeway Improvement Project
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. The OCTA's website links fo and Callrans' website displaying a “Supplemental Traffic
Study Report — Long Beach Area” dated “June 2013" (emphasis added)
{http:/www.dot.ca.gov/dist1 2/405/LongBeach/SUPPLEMENTAL _Traffic%20Study.pdf).

As required, in par, in Section 15147 of the State CEQA Guidelines: "Placement of highly
technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an EIR should be avoided through
inclusion of supporting information and analyses as appendices to the main body of the EIR.
Appendices to the EIR may be prepared in volumes separate from the basic EIR document, but
shall be readily available for public examination and shall be submitted to all clearinghouses
which assist in public review" (emphasis added).

Because the “February 2013" version of the STS (February 2013 STS) is the document {and the
only document) explicitly cited in the "references” section of the SDEIR/S, the February 2013
STS is given the greatest credence. That document, however, cannat be located in the libraries
listed in the SDEIR/S {General Information about this Document, What You Should Do) or on
aither Caltrans' or the OCTA's website.

In Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare {1999), the court noted that "[a]n adequate
EIR must be 'prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with
information which enables them lo make a decigion which inteligently takes account of
envirenmental conseguences' [Chation]. It 'must include detail sufficient to enable those who did
not participate in its preparation to understand and lo consider meaningfully the issues raised by

the proposed project’ [Citation]”
—

Because the Lead Agency is not even internally consistent with regards to the key document
upon which the information, analysis, and conclusians presented in the SDEIR/S is derived, it is
not possible to know what or which STS is actually being referenced and/or to determine how
the December 2012, February 2013, March 2013, April 2013, and June 2013 versions thereof
may be materially different. Since neither those five documents nor any version thereof was
either circulated with the SDEIR/S nor “incorporated by reference” therein, stakeholders have
been denied the ability to compare and confrast each version, to indepandently determine the
similarities andior differences between those documents, to review any comments that may
have been submitted thereupon, andlor to identify any actions (e.g., document revisions) taken
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by Caltrans or by others in response to any comments or concerns expressed by any reviewing
individual or organization.

With the exception of the statement that *[tlhis recirculation focuses on new traffic information in
the Long Beach area,” Caltrans' “Public Notice — Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Enviranmental Impact Statement Available for Interstate 405 & Announcement of Public
Hearing" (Public Mofice) (http:/fwww.octa.net/pdf/405Supplemental_PublicNotice.pdf) contains
no reference to a *Supplemental Traffic Study” or any version thereof, such that any reader of
that notice would nelther know of the existence of that document nor know how to obtain a copy
thereof.

Seal Beach had the opportunity 1o review the December 2012 version (December 2012 STS)
which the City has included herein as Attachment 1 (December 2012 Supplemental Traffic
Study). Despite Callrans' declaration that "[tlhis Supplemental will be included in the Final
EIR/EIS" (December 2012 STS, p. i), the December 2012 STS, the February 2013 STS, and/or
the Juna 2013 STS (or any other version thereof) has not been widsly circulated. With regards
to circulation, Caltrans notes that “[a)s part of the coordination process, the initial drafl of the

GL-9 (Continued)

Supp! 1 Draft Envir tal Report | t
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[December 2012] Supplemental Traffic Study Reporl — Long Beach Area was submitted to
members of the Tachnical Working Group in early December 2012 for review and comment”
{June 2013 5TS, p. 5-1}. The “Technical Working Graup” {TWG) consists of a limited number of
governmental entities, all of which are located in Los Angeles County (e.g., “After the Draft
EIR/EIS was circulated and during preparation of the Supplemental Traffic Study, Caltrans and
OCTA coordinated with the technical representatives of the City of Long Beach, Gateway Cities
Council of Governments (COG), Caltrans — District 7, and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro) regarding potential effects to traffic and circulation in the Lan
Beach area,” June 2013 STS, p. 5-1). Those governmental entities located in Orange County
andfor within the project's designated “study area” which actively participated in the
CEQA/NEPA process and submitted written or oral comments on the DEIR/S were all excluded
from the TWG and were not given the opportunity to provide input concerning the scope of the
STS.

Although it shares coterminous boundaries with Long Beach and Los Angeles County and has
been an outspoken participant and both a Participating and Responsible Agency in the
CEQA/NEPA, process, Seal Beach believes that it was intentionally excluded from the TWG. As
evident by information presented in the December 2012 STS, substantiaily greater traffic-related
and associated environmental impacts will occur in Seal Beach than presently disclosed in the
DEIR/S and SDEIR/S.

T
In general, as a result of both its withholding of key information and lack of forthcoming with
regards to the precise nature, dissemination, and whereabouts of the 5TS, stakeholders in Seal
Beach have not been provided a reasonable opportunily to comment on the information and
analysis presented in the December 2012, February 2013, March 2013, and April 2013, andfor
Jung 2013 versions of that document. Since the STS is the foundational basis for the SDEIR/S,
absent reasonable access to that document, stakeholders' ability ta camment an the SDEIR/S
has also been unreasonably curtailed. 7

So that the evolving nature and content of the STS can be independently examined and so that
aach document can be posted (by the City) on Seal Beach's website for review by stakeholders
in Seal Beach, in response to the release of the SDEIR/S, the Cily formmally requests: {1}
electronic copies of the December 2012, February 2013, March 2013, Apdl 2013, and June
2013 versions of that document, Including any and all appendices thereto and any and all
comments that may have been submitled to or by Caltrans, the OCTA, the TWG, Long Beach,
and by others thereupon; and (2} that Caltrans provide notice and extend the comment period
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on the SDEIR/S far an additional 30 days following the City's receipt of that material. _

The June 2013 STS alleges that *[tlhe purpose of the ‘Supplemental Traffic Study Report —
Long Beach Area’ (Supplement} is fo provide addilional traffic information on the 1-405
Improvement Project not included in the ‘Traffic Study Report — San Diego Freeway (1-405)
Improvement Project SR-73 la 1-805' compleled by Alberl Grover & Associates in April 2011”
{June 2013 STS, p. 1-1). It is, however, noted that the June 2013 STS (151 pages) contains at
least 62 pages fewer pages that the December 2012 STS (213 pages). When compared with
the Juna 2013 document, the December 2012 STS contains substantial mare “additional traffic
information” (fosterdng informed decisionmaking) directly relevant to an understanding of the
proposed project.  Although germane lo the CEQA/NEPA process, the deleted information
appears to have been intentionally withheld from both the general public and from the project's
decision-making bodies. From that, it must be construed that the document's stated “purpose®
is not actually greater disclosure but the manipulation of informalion so as to advance an

San Diego Freeway Improvemant Project duly 22, 2013 July 22, 213 San Diego Freeway Improvement Project
City of Seal Beach Page 3 Page 4 City of Seal Beach
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agenda (e.g., generation of toll revenues) divergent from the Oclober 22, 2012 actions of
OCTA's Board of Directors ({i.e., identifying Alternative 1 as the “locally preferred alternative™).

It is further noted that the City's written comments on the DEIR/S, dated July 17, 2012, totaled
approximately 500 pages. Excluding a brief letter from the "project sponsor” (not the Lead
Agency), dated June 25, 2013, stating OCTA's rejection of the City's proposed design
exceptions (farmulated to allow for the retention of the Almand Avenue soundwall), Seal Beach
has yet to receive a single written reply from the Lead Agency with regards lo any of the issues
raised therein. In contrast, Long Beach's 12-page lstter predicated the preparation of the
SDEIR/S and STS.

As indicated on the OCTA's website (httpuwww.octa.net/Freeways-and-Streeta/San-Diego-
Freeway-(1-405)/1-405-Improvement-Project/Overviews): “The Califomia Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation with the Orange County Transportation Authority
{OCTA), is proposing to widen the San Diego F y (1-405) bet 1 State Route 73 (SR-T3)
and Interstate 605 (I-805). The purpose of the proposed improvement Is to improve fravel
conditions for work, recreation, school, and commerce by increasing freeway capacity,
improving traffic and_interchange operalions, and enhancing road safety to meet stale and
federal standards. During the initial DEIR/EIS public review period in May 2013, Caltrans
received commenls on polential traffic impacts within the City of Long Beach. In an effort 1o
address these comments, Caltirans prepared a Supplemental Drafi Enviranmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) to evaluate the existing and future traffic flow
conditions within the Los Angeles County traffic study area including at a minimum, demand,
capacity and level of service for the mainline freeway and arterial sireet intersections within the
City of Long Beach not considered in the Draft EIR/EIS” (emphasis added).

Failing to distinguish the number of people actually moved (personal mobility) from vehicle
counts (e.g., “throughput is the pumber of vehicles able to pess a fixed point along the corridor
during the hour of greatest demand™ [emphasis added], DEIR/S, pp. ES-3 and 4-2), Caltrans
holds fast to the antiquated idea that building more freeway lanes Is the panacea to increased
both capacity and mobility. Newhere in the DEIR/DEIS or in the SDEIR/S is there any serious
and meaningful discussion of how to move people while reducing the number of vehicle on the
rosd, how to increase the occupancy rate of those vehicles that are on the road, the actions
necessary to place travelers inlo public transportation {or to provide motorists the allernative to
utilze public transportation), or the more fundamental changes in land-use pattens and social
structure needed to minimize the necassity ot individuals to travel by private vehicle between
destinations.

As indicated in the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) “Federal-Aid Highway Program
Guidance on High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes" (November 2012) (Federal-Ald Highway
Program Guidance) (hitp:/fops.fhwa.dot.govifreewaymgmi/hovguidance/hovguidance.pdf): “As
stated in the 2007 Economic Report of the President, small changes In the number of cars using
a parlicular roadway at a given time can result in large impravements in the flow of traffic. For
instance, the addition of jusl a few school buses makes traffic flow noticeably worse on the first
day of school, while traffic flow is noticeably better on some State holidays when only a small
number of residents stay home from work® (emphasis added). If only a “small change® (e.g.,
relatively minor reduction in the number of vehicles) is necessary to produce potentially large
retumns (e.g., improved Level of Service [LOS]), an alternative to building more lanes to
accommodate more vehicles is reducing the number of vehicles. None of the alternalives
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examined in the DEIR/S and in the SDEIR/S, however, seek to reduce the "number of cars
using" the 1-405 Freeway andfor any of the arterials that are linked thereto.

The DEIRIS stales that *[tjhe existing HOV lanes also experience congestion during the peak
hours. The HOV lane volumes are exceeding ihe capacity of the HOV lanes in the corridor and
throughout southern California. . .The travel time advantage of the HOV lanes on 1-405 within
the project limits is anticipated fo be completely lost by the time the proposed project is open to
traffic, except along the northernmast 3 miles of the corridor” (DEIR/S, p. 1-9). Among other
faclors, the Lead Agency asserts that only through the introduction of HOT ianes {Alternative 3)
will travel times improve {e.g.. “The Express Lanes provide an option to users to obtain
increased reliability in travel time,” DEIR/S, p. 2-11).

As indicated in the DEIR/S: “[tlhe design concept and scope of the proposed project is
consistent with the project description in the 2008 RTP, the 2008 TIP, and the assumptions in
SCAG's [Southem Califomia Association of Govemments] regional emissions analysis”
{emphasis added) (DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-31); however, as further indicated therein:

- “Alternative 2 is not consistent with the cumrent RTP or FTIP. OCTA is currently pursuing
revisions to both documents. This will be completed prior to the Final EIR/EIS, which will
include the revised description and reference to the conforming documents™ (emphasis
added) (DEIR/S, p. 5-13); and

. “Alternative 3 is not consistent with the current RTP or FTIP. OCTA is currently pursuing
revisions o both documents. This will be completed prior to the Final EIR/EIS, which will
include the revised description and reference to the conforming documents” (emphasis
added) {Ibid).

Besides pointing to one of many intemal inconsistencies throughout the DEIR/S, the above
excerpts further document: {1) the SDEIR/S' failure to include other “significant new information”
and analysis about changed baseline conditions, outdated policy documents, and recently
adopted regional plans, such as the Southern California Association of Governments' (SCAG)
‘2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy” (April 4, 2012);
and (2) fragmentation of the proposed project, such that OCTA has pursued revisions to the
RTP and FTIP in furtherance of Alternatives 2 and 3 independent of the project's CEQA/NEPA
process and the OCTA's Board of Directors' selected LPA (i.e., Alternative 1).

The air quality analysis presented in the DEIR/S is further based on the assumption that “vehicle
speeds would improve on both the mainline and in the HOV lanes" and that “(pleak-hour
congeslion would be reduced, leading to a reduction in vehicle idling and associated emissions”
and “[plotential localized PM [particulale matter] increases assoclated with the increase in ADT
[average daily trips] would be offset by the increase of vehicle speed in the project area®
(DEIRfS, p. 3.2.641). Because it is based on false assumptions and material
misrepresentations, the resulting analysis likely underestimales (in terms of conclusion and
magnitude) the project's actual impacts.

The closest example of an aperating HOT-lane (HOVL) system can be found along an 11-mile
segment of the Harbor (SR-110) Freeway in Los Angeles County which commenced operations
on Navember 10, 2012. As indicated in the Los Angeles Counly Metropolitan Transportation
Authority’s (LACMTA) “110 Express Lanes Performance Update, As of 2/28/13" as traffic
volumes have increased, the "average GP [general purpose] lane speeds have declined”
(https:/fwww.metroexpresslanes.net/en/about/110_Performance_Report_Feb_2013.pdf). Based
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on operational experience, 40 percent of HOT-lane {HOTL) vehicles are single-occupant
vehicles (SOVs). LACMTA recognizes that “[p]roviding high-quality transit service Is the key to
meeting the express lanes goal of moving more people - not more vehicles” (emphasis added).
A comparable or even higher rates of SOVs usage as that evident on the SR-110 Freeway's
express lanes (40 percent) would appear applicable to the proposed project.

Actual throughput {measured in the number of individuals transported) is not merely a by-
product of how many vehicles per hour per lane the freeway can accommodate. If freeway
lanes are to be added andfor operational changes are io be instituted, vehicle-based actions
must be considered in combination concurrent transit-based facllities and improvements. Public
transportation is not even represented as an incidental component of the proposed project and
reference to and discussion of public transportation in the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S is virtually non-
existent,

The DEIR/S alleges that, under all build-alternatives, “vehicle speeds would improve on both the
mainline and in the HOV lanes® (p. 3.2.6-41). Caltrans’ experience on other recent and proximal
HOTL project, however, demonstrates that travel speeds actually decrease in GP lanes once a
HOTL is operational.

As apparent in the accompanying exhibit
{Source: Southwest Washington Regional
Transportation Councll), a wide varicty of
vehicle options exist to transport the same
number of people. Although the poet may
be correct in stating a “rose is arose is a
rose” (Gertrude Stein, Sacred Emily) the

et Ml e} Wl g0 XinTi jal) Bpnlh same adage does not hold true for motor
Single O ccupant .. s S vehicles. Because they contain different
Altomobile e e s W8 occupancy loads, a bus, a vanpool, a
vehicle carrying three or more people, a 2-
person automobile, and a SOV all may be
the same lo a vehicle-counting transponder but all are subslantively different with regards o
their implications with regards to both freeway capacity and personal mobility. With a large
percentage of avallable HOTL capacity being cansumed by SOVs, increased vehicle throughput
represents a false standard with regards to personal mobility.

While the LACMTA appears committed to "moving more people - not more vehicles,” Caltrans'
adage would appear to be “moving more cars — not more people.” When comparing a
traditional HOVL whereln all vehicles are assumed to be 2-perscn carpecls against a managed
lane in which 40 percant of the vehicles are SOVs and all other vehicles are 2-person carpools,
under a traditlanal HOVL, a total of 50 vehicles would be needed to transport 100 people;
however, in the HOTL, a total of 70 vehicles (40 SOVs + 30 2-person carpools) would be
needed to move those same 100 people (representing a 40 percent increase In the number of
vehicles required to transport the same number of individuals.

Mone of the managed lanes now being proposed include a 40 percent increase in vehicle
throughput capacity over that found in a GP lane, people-moving capacity will actually decrease
under Alternative 3.
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While: toll-paying SOVs may benefit from the introduction of HOTLs, the LACMTA’s independent
monitoring provides clear documentation that the majority of motorists traveling along a lreeway
with a HOTL system actually experience reduced vehicle speeds, longer travel times, and
greater congestion. As a result, under Alternative 3, a neary $6 billion investment {e.g., “the
repayment cost of $5.8 billion exceeds the future toll revenue projections,” William Kempton,
April 16, 2012) will only benefit a privileged few (i.e., SOVs).

In addition, left unexamined in either the DEIR/S or in the SDEIR/S is the potential for a HOTL
syslem, allowing usage by SOVs, to adversely impact public transportation ridership. Since the
project description contains no public transportation commitment or component, the potential for
reduced ridership and reduced person-per-vehicle ratio {person throughpul) would appear an
inevitable but unaddressed conseguence of the proposed project. As posited in “Potential Mode
Shifl from Transit to Single-Occupancy Vehicles on a High-Occupancy Tall Lane” {Chum,
Geoffrey L. and Buris, Mark W., Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation
Research Board, No. 2072, 2008):

One of the benefits of madifying high-occupancy vehicle lanes to high-occupancy
toll lanes is to allow vehicles that would otherwise be ineligible, such as single-
occupancy vehicles, to utilize the excess capacily of an HOV lane. However,
current carpoolers and transit riders may also become SOV travelers because of
the additional flexibility and personal space beneflits of driving alone while
oblaining the travel time benefits on the HOT lane. Reductions in transit ridership

and camools reduce the person-camying c: ity of the HOT nter
one of the orininal objectives of the HOV lane - to encourage a high person-per-
vehjcle ratio (emphasis added).

With regards to the “original objectives of the HOV lang,” referencing Section 21655.5(a} and ()
of the California Vehicle Code, ‘[tjhe Department of Transportation and local autharities, with
regpect lo highways under their respective jurisdictions, may authorize or permit exclusive or
preferential use of ‘highway lanes for high-occupancy vehicles. . . It is the intent of the
Legislature, in amending this section, to_stimulate and encourage the development of ways and
means of relieving traffic congestion on California highways and, at the same time, 1o

Bncou individual it ir vehicular resources and thereby conserve fuel and
lessen emission of air politants” (emphasis added).

As reported by the California Legislative Analysis Office (LAQ), the California Transportation
Commission (CTC) and FHWA require that, whenever Caltrans is considering adding capacity

(e.g., adding a new lane} to an urban freeway, Caltrans must also consider an HOV-lane option
(http/fwww.lae.ca.gav/2000/010700_hov/i010700_hov_lanes.html). A HOV-lane option {e.g.,
“Alternative M2 would provide an additional HOV lane in each direction, as well as transit 43a
improvements, including express buses operating in the HOV lanes and the addition of new
park-and-ride faciiities,” DEIR/S, p. 2-38) was, however, rejected prior to the commencement of

the DEIR/S and, potentially in violation of Caltrans’ requirements, no HOVL option was
reasonably examined in the project’s CEQA/NEPA documentation.

As indicated in the OCTA's Board of Directors’ April 22, 2013 agenda, entitled “Path Forward for
the Interstate 405 Improvement Project between State Route 55 and Interstate 605" (OCTA,
April 15, 2013) (April 2013 Path Forward):
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Another concept that surfaced in discussions with Caltrans proposes to add the
M2 Project K single GP lane plus one HOV2+ lane In each direction. The HOVZ+
lane would be combined with the existing HOV2+ lane to form a dual HOV2+
facility. This concept was studied as Alternative 8 in the 1-405 MIS, but was nat
chosen as the locally preferred strategy. This concept would deliver on the
promise of M2 Project K, as well as address the degraded HOV condition on this
stretch of 1-405. However, there is no identified funding to construct a dual HOV
lane concept. Caltrans has not determined the method to address HOV
degradation an the entire idor and, therefore, it is not recommended it be
turther studied (emphasis added).

Although not addressed in either the DEIR/S or in the SDEIR/S, future unknown and, as yet,
unspecified subsequent actions that may or may not be taken by Caltrans’ relating to “HOV
degradation on the entire 1-405 corridor” (independent of Caltrans’ response to ather HOV
degradation exhibited thraughout southern California) is now being presentad as the rationale
for the adoption of the implementation of a HOTL.

As noted in the DEIR/S: (1) “Forecast year 2040 Altemative 1 speeds in the HOVLs during peak
hours range from 10 to 27 mph” (DEIR/S, p. 3.1.6-83); (2) "Farecast year 2040 Altemative 2
speeds in the HOV lanes during peak hours range from 17 to 44 mph” (DEIR/S, p. 3.1.6-93);
and (3) “Forecast year 2040 Alternative 3 speeds in the Express Lanes arc expected 1o be 65
mph* (DEIR/S, p. 3.1.6-100). Based solely on the use of congestion pricing, as determined by
the Lead Agency's selective disclosure and what would appear contrary to the policy position
espoused on April 22, 2013 by the OCTA's Board of Directors, projected HOV degradation (i.e..
operaling speed of less than 45 mph for 90 percent of the time) appears only to be remedied by
the creation of HOTLs along “the entire 1405 comidor." As a result of that disclosure, the
inventory of related projects praducing patential cumulative impacts, the proposed project's
potential environmental and sacioeconomic conseguences, and analytical “study area® that
needs to be considered in the project's CEQA/NEPA documentation increased substantially.

The DFIRIS notes that “[a]nother option that could be jeintly considered by OCTA, Caltrans, and
FHWA lo restore the travel speed incentive to use the carpool lanes on |-405 would be to
increase the eligibility requirement from two to three persons per vehicle. An HOV3+ occupancy
policy was nol considered” (emphasis added) (DEIR/S, p. 3.1.6-82).

The rejection of a HOV3+ option appears to conflict with Caltrans’ own "Updated Managed Lane
Design® (April 7, 2011) (hitpz//www.dot.ca.govihg/traffopsisigntech/signdel/policy/11-02.pdf)
which served to update Calirans' "2003 High Occupancy Vehicle Guidelines for Planning,
Design, and Operation® (HOV Guidelines). As specified therein:

The following princlpals are expected to guide decision-making on the
development andfor operations of managed lanes: [1] Employ a system
management approach; managed lane straleyies can affect the performance of
the entire freeway system. The focus should not just be on the operation of the
managed lane and ils mobility benefits. [2] Balance system performance and
overarching goals, including safety, maobility, delivery, stewardship, and customer
service when selecting and analyzing project altematives and key features. [3]

Consider _Increasi n uireme if HOV lan iencin
severe congestion. [4] Consider planning for two managed lanes in each direction

of travel if analysis determines it tv be practical and beneficial. [5] Consider

“\
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implementing congestion pricing to utilize the full capacity of under-utilized HOV
lanes If analysis determines il o be practical and beneficial. {6] Ensure uniformity
and consistency in the appearance of facilities within a region as much as
possible; unique condiions and situations may require  unconventional
treatment(s). [7] Ensure enforcement considerations are laken into account.
Consult the California Highway Patrel (CHP) during project development. [8]
Consult with the Traffic Liaison to ensure that emerging best practices and recent
“lessons learned” from collision analysis and research are fully considered and
implemented (emphasis added).

It ean be reasonably assumed that the Lead Agency's failure ta consider a HOVL option, a
modified HOV-occupancy pelicy, and HOVL vehicle eligibilily requirements (e.g., exclusion of
inherently low emission vehicles {ILEV]) was not the result of an Inabllity fo perform those
analyses but {o slant the CEQA/NEPA outcome in favor of a HOTL alternative {e.q., Alternatives
1 and 2 fall to meet specified HOVL performance standards specified in 23 Section 166[d][2)).
As indicated in the FHWA's Federal-Ald Highway Program Guidance:

HOV facilities offer Stales the ability to match vehicle eligibility criteria and vehicle
occupancy requirements fo the demand for the lane. Under 23 U.S.C. 166 (a), the
States retain the authority to establish the minimum accupancy requirements of
their HOV lanes, so long as the minimum occupancy is no less than two. The goal
is to set the occupancy requirement at a level that will encourage the use of
carpooling, vanpooling, and transit services without overloading the capacity of the
HOV lane. Changes in the designated vehicle-occupancy restrictions may be
needed over the life of an HOV facllity. For example, some HOV lanes using a 2+
requirement have experienced congestion resulting in reductions in trip time
reliability and slower travel times. This situation happenad an bath the 1-10 Wast
and U.S. 290 HOV lanes in Houston. To address this problem, the vehicle-
occupancy requirements were increased to 3+ during the moming and afterncon
peak-hours. States are strangly encouraged to increase vehicle-occupancy levels
in the event that facility performance becomes degraded. In locations whare HOV
lanes are overcrowded, States may combine pricing and ocsupancy requiremant
medification sirategies to improve performance. States should set an occupancy
requirement that reasonably facilitates the use and operation of carpools. in other
words, States should establish the occupancy requirement at a level related to the
performance of HOVs on the facility.

Pursuant to 23 U.5.C. 166(b)(5), until September 30, 2017, individual states may allow ILEVs
and vehicles certified and labeled as low-emission and energy-efficient vehicles (including
alternative fuel vehicles) that do not meet the established occupancy requirements to use HOVL
facilities so long as the state establishes procedures to enforce the restrictions on the use of the
facility by these vehicles. Absent from the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S is any analysis of the number
of ILEV vehicles using and the number of such vehicles projecled to use the HOVL and how or
whether performance of that lane may be enhanced by excluding those vehicles therefrom.

Referencing the FHWA's Federal-Aid Highway Program Guidance; “In addition to the pricing,
occupancy requirement, and vehicle eligibility operational strategies, other travel demand
managemant [TDM)] strategies ean also be used to improve HOV system performance on bath a
region-wide and facility-specific basie include: guaranteed ride home programs; telecommuting
and aftemate work schedules; growth management, land use policies, and zoning ordinances;
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parking management; trip reduction ordinances; and traveler information systems.” None
these FHWA-recommended “travel demand management strategles” were, however,
reasonably consldered by the Lead Agency.

As indicated in the DEIR/S, “[tlhe purpose of the proposed action is to: [1] Reduce congestion;
[2] Enhance operations; [3] Increase mobility, improve trip reliability, maximize throughput, and
optimize operations; and {4] Minimize environmental impacts and ROW acquisition” (emphasis
added) (DEIR/S, p. 1-5).

Referencing the United States Department of Transportation’s (USDOCT) “Integrating Demand
Management in the Transportation Planning Process: A Desk Reference” (August 2012) (TDM
Desk Reference)  (http:/fops.fhwa.dot.gov/publicationsi/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf)
“Applying TDM in the planning process can play a pivotal rale in helping agencies address their
goals to reduce transportation system congesfion, improve system reliability, and improve
safety” (emphasis added). The USDOT' further notes:

Congestion is an ever-increasing reality in today’s communities, and not just in
large metropolitan areas. Many urban comidors in most large clties have been
expanded to the extent feasible from subsequent ing projects, leaving few

GL-9 (Continued)
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(ITSP)  (hitp:/iwww.dot ea gov/hgitpploffices/oasp/ITSP_document_FINAL pdf#zoom=65). As
indicated therein:

In arger to better integrate transportation and land-use decisions, Caltrans has
developed “Smart Mobility 2010: A Gall to Action for the New Decade.” The plan
was preparad in partnership with the U.S. Enviranmental Protection Agency, and
in collaboration with the Govemor's Office of Planning and Research and the
Califomia Department of Housing and Community Development. Smart Mobility
2010 incorporates current innovative practices such as smart growth, livable
communities, context-sensitive design, transit-orienled development, complete
streels, and sustainability. Smart Mobility 2010 defines the Caltrans 'mabllity
mission as follows: “Smart Mobility moves people and freight while enhancing
California's _economic. environmental, and human resources by emphasizing:
convenien! _and safe multimodal travel  speed suitability, accessibility,
management of the circulation network, and efficient use of land.” It establishes six

Smart Mobility principles to be assessed using specific land use place-types and
performance measures. The six Smart Mobility principles are: [1] Location
Efficiency; [2] Reliable Mobility; [3] Health and Safety; [4] Environmental
Stewardship; [5] Social Equity; [6] Robust Economy. California must meel

options to improving performance and efficiency other than TDM. Each TDM 43¢ ambitious environmental and sustainabilily goals included in the Global Warming
strategy that works to influence lravel choices, and minimize recurrent and non- Solutions Act (AB 32), SB 375, and SB 391. The Smart Mobility framework is seen
recurrent congestion, can help reduce the strain on the overburdened system. This as an important planning tool to help meel these new regulatory requirements
is accomplished by reducing VMT, shifting travel outside the peak perods, and (emphasis added) (ITSP, pp. 44-45).
eliminating the need to travel — contributing ta reductions in delay or VHT. The end
result can be a reduction in congestion and an Improvement in system reliability for Unlike the emphasis in the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S, noticeably absent from Caltrans' definition of
travelers. TOM can also help provide travelers with reliable options that might not “smart mobility” {e.g., "move people and freight) is any emphasis an moving vehicles rather than
have bean available before. The TOM strategles that work to meet the policy goals people.  Similarly, unlike the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S, "smart mobility” focuses on “multi-modal
of congestion reduction and reliability improvement are also strongly related to travel” and not on a singular emphasis on the creation of more f y tanes for added vehicle
helping meet regional mobility and accessibility, safety, and goods movement throughput (primarily by SOVs), with a corresponding increase In total vehicle miles traveled
goals. (VMT) (e.g., each of the three build alternatives examined in the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S
substantively increases VMT over the no-build scenario).
It is evident thal TDM strategies could facilitate the achievement of many of the project’s stated
purposes. Although a clear linkage exists, absent any analysie and offering only bare As further indicated in the FHWA's “Reference Sourcebook for Reducing Greenhouse Gas
conclusions, the Lead Agency concluded that a “TDM alternative™ was nat “considered viable™ Emissions from Transportation Sources” (February 2012), “the nexus between land use and
because it “failled] to meet the project's purpose and need” (DEIR/S, p. §-2). Because TDM transportation is important and may be critical to reducing GHG emissions® (emphasis added)
strategles addressed in the TDM Desk Reference include both “congestion pricing” and *HOV to (http/Awww fhwa dot.gov/environment/climate_change/mitigation/resources_and_publications/re
HOT conversions,” the Lead Agency seeks to assert that TDM actions are not “considered ference_sourcebook/referencesourcebook. pdf),
viable” while concurrently seeking to argue that TOM-related actions are the foundation upon
which Altermative 3 is based. Referencing the USDOT's “Operational Design Guidelines for High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes
on Arterial Roadways” (November 1984). “Urban pianning and transportation experts concur
In response to the Senate Bill (SB) 391, Caltrans is preparing the “California Interregional that the generation of trips and the subsequent potential congestion is directly related fo
Blueprint" (CIB). That State-level transportation blueprint, focusing on the State’s role with decislons made regarding the location, scope and type of land use in an urban area. In fact this
regards to the interreglonal movement of people and goods, will articulate California’s vision far linkage lies al the hear of the congestion issue which has resulted in the need for iniliatives
an integrated, multi-madal, interregional transportation system promoting the furtherance of such as HOV prority and Travel Demand Management programs® (emphasis added)
regional transportation and land-use plans. When finalred, the CIB will become the (http:iops. fhwa dol govifreewaymgmt/publications/hov/00101625.pdf).
foundational basis for the “Califomia Transportation Plan 2040" (CTP) which is due to the State
Legislature by December 2015. Absent from the Lead Agency's assessment of “moblity” (e.g., NEPA. requires federal agencies proposing actions “significantly affecting the quality of the
*increase mobility,” DEIR/S, p. 1-5), however, is a discussion of “smart mobility,” as addressed human environment” to provide a “detailed statement™ canceming “atternatives o the proposed
in Caltrans' “Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan — Review Draft”™ (December 2012) action” (42 U.5.C. 4332[C][iii]). The "alternatives requirement” of NEPA demands that agencies
“rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasanable alternatives™ (40 C.F.R. 1502.14[z]).
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The environmental impact statement (EIS) must take a “hard look™ at the environmental
consequences of the alternatives and must provide an explanation of the alternatives sufficient
to permit a reasoned choice among different courses of action. The courts have held that NEPA
does not allow an agency “to contrive 2 purpose so slender as to define competing ‘reasonable
alternatives' out of consideration® (Simmons v. United States Amy Corps of Engineers [1987]).

One of the fundamental failings of the Lead Agency's CEQA/NEPA documentation Is that, in
reality, there are no meaningful altematives presented therein. With the exception of the "no
buitd® alternative mandated under both State and federal statutes, aach option examined by the
Lead Agency constitutes merely a minar variation on the theme of just “build more travel lanes”
(all of which increase total VMT in GHG-emitting private vehicles). Absence from the
CEQA/NEPA process are any public transportation oplions for lhe nearly $6 billion in public
dollars being expended and for the additional dght-of-way being consumed. As indicated in the
DEIR/S: (1) “Alternative M3 [which included a “fixed-transit guideway™] is not considered a viable
option” (DEIR/S, p. 4-41); and (2) “Alternative M8 [which included “fixed transit guideway
service] Is not considered a viable opticn® (DEIR/S, p. 4-46).

As defined In Caltrans' "Bus Rapid Transit A Handbook for Partners® (February 2007) (BRT
Handbook)  (hitp:/www.dot ca.govihg/MassTrans/Docs-Pdfs/BRT/BRT-Handboak-030706.pdf):
“Bus Rapid Transit can best be described as a combination of facility, systems, and vehicle
investments that converl conventional bus services into a fixed-facility transit service, greatly
increasing their efficiency and effectiveness to the end user” {(BRT Handbook, p. 5). As further
indicated therein:

The California Department of Transportation recognizes and supports the concept
of implementation of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) as a potential cost-effective strategy
to maximize le th hput {e asizing the movement of i
vehicles), reduce traveler delay, increase capactty, and foster energy savings on
the California State Highway System, as well as on conventional highways. . .BRT
represents a way to improve mobility at relatively low cost through incremental
invesiment in a combinalion of bus infrastructure, equipment, operational
Improvements, and technology. The intended result of this policy is improved
mobility oplions through the full integration of BRT as an investment alternative
into system and comprehensive corridor planning documents and project
development processes. . .Ensure that project initiaion documents for capacity-
increasing projects in urban areas consider, and , if appropriate, racommend BRT
as the prefemed aftornative for the project (erphasis added) (BRT Handbook,
Appendix A, Director's Policy, pp. 18 and 20).

As further indicated in the DEIR/S: (1) "Alternative M8 [which included BRT] Is not considered a
viable option because it does not fulfill the project purpose. Altemative M8 [dJoes not maximize
throughput” (emphasis added) (DEIR/S, p. 4-44); and (2) “Alternative M11 [which included BRT]
is not considered a viable option because it does not fulfill the project purpose” {emphasis
added) (DEIR/S, p. 4-47). Despite this assertion, the BRT Handbook demonstrates that a BRT
alternative can achieve many of the project's stated objectives and, therefore, should not have
been prematurely and summarily rejected.

Another shoricoming with the project’'s CEQA/NEFA documentation relates to the establishment
of an erroneous and urvetted “study area” (hitp:iwww.ccta.net/pdf/405impmap.pdf). As
indicated in Caltrans’ “Guidance of Preparers of Cumulative Impact Assessments” (last updated
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February 3, 2012) (http:/iwww dot.ca.gov/ser/cumulative_guidance/defining_resource.htm), “[a]
resource study araa (RSA) is the geographic area within which impacts on a particular resource
are analyzed.” As further indicated therein, “[tlhe boundaries of RSAs for cumulative impacts
analysis are often broader than the boundaries used for the project-specific analysis, which
focuges on the immediate project area® and “[plolitical boundaries are often arbilrary; they are
not likely to represent development trends nor do they identify habitat areas.”

Motwithstanding the information presented in the SDEIR/S and June 2013 STS, the Lead
Agency confinues to examine the project through self-imposed blinders that arificially establish
a myopic “study area,” as if each individual motorist utilizing the 16-mile segment of the 1-405
Freeway now under consideration commences and terminates there travel choices within an
area which is coterminous with the physical boundaries of the proposed improvements,
asserting (on the northern end) that the area of impaction originates and terminates at the
Orange County/Los Angeles County line. Absent from the CEQA/NEPA documenlation is any
effort to: (1) determine the actual extent of project-related and cumulative impacts, beyond
which environmental effects are diminimus; and (2) ascertain the origins and destinalions of
those motorists utllizing the specified segment of the 1-405 Freeway and whether there exists
any non-lane-adding options that might enhance both their abilities to get from here-to-there and
the quality of the affected enviranment (e.g., overall reduction in VMT),

The inherent concept in VMT is “vehicle” miles traveled, Praviding motorists opportunities and
incentives to reduce Individual privale autornobile trips, converting SOV-trips to HOV-trips,
reducing the total number of vehicles on the roadway, and promoting the use of public
transportation can all reduce VMT without necessitating shorter trips or more freeway lane
miles. Under any of those options, total “person” miles traveled (PMT) can aclually increase
without a corresponding rise in VIMT.

Unlike a library which exists as a fixed-point in space, the proposed project is, in actuality, only a
conveyance mechanism (conduit) relating to travel between various fixed points. As a viable
allernalive, CEQA/NEPA documentation prepared for a new public library could elect to
examine tha comresponding environmental effects allributable to the use of new-techrology-
driven aptions (g.g., Intemet) giving users greater resource options while avoiding the need for
and the Impacts associaled wilh the need to construct new brick-and-mortar facilities.
Conversely, Caltrans merely seeks to perpetuate the myth that adding new freeway travel lanes
is the only means to imprave both “travel conditions” and “traffic and interchange operations.”

As indicated in the DEIR/S: (1) "Because CO emissions are produced almost entirely from
automobiles, the highest CO concentrations in the basin are associated with heavy traffic®
(DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-8); (2) “[AJutomobile exhaust accaunts for mast of the CO emissions” (DEIR/S,
p. 3.2.6-17); (3) “The primary sources of ROG and NOx, which are the compenents of Q;, are
automobile exhaust and industrial sources” {DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-17); {4) “The greatest source of
smog-producing gases is the automobile® (DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-17); (5) “Traffic noise is a function of
traffic type, volume, and speed. Generally, noise Ir with ir d speed and with
higher volumes of traffic” (DEIR/S, p. 3.2.7-6); (6) "Noise in the study area is dominated by
traffic” (DEIR/S, p. 3.2.7-8), (7) "Noise measurement results indicate that traffic noise levels at
various locations along the freeway corridor either approach or exceed the aforementioned NAGC
[noise abaterment criteria] of 67 dBA for frequent ouldoor use areas during the peak noise hour
(DEIR/S, p. 3.2.7-8); and (8) "Without any additional barrier protection, noise analysis results
indicate that the proposed project would raise noise levels in some areas from 3 to 6 d2
compared to the Design Year (2040) No Build Atemative” (DEIR/S, p. 3.2.7-8).
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As defined under Section 15358(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines: "Effects include: (1) Diredt or
primary effects which are caused by the project and occur at the same time and place. (2}
Indirect or secondary effects which are caused by the project and are later in time or farther
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foresesable.” Other than the presentation of
unsupported conclusions, absent from the SDEIR/S and June 2013 STS is any actual analysis
of the potential indirect and secondary impacts resulting from the acknowledgement that
significant enviranmental impacts extend beyond the DEIR/S' original “study area” and include
additional and previously unidentified impacts within the “Long Beach study traffic study area”
(p. 3-3)." Based on the above DEIR/S excerpts, if there are direct impacts, there is also a
likelihood that additional indirect impacts will also exist as a secondary conseguence thereof.

The Lead Agency mistakenly asserts that traffic impacts in Long Beach can be exarninadm
Isolation, such that one environmental effect has no relationship with any other, as If the direct
impacis of traffic did nat also produce other secondary impacts, including land use (e.g., "The
main purpese of the MPAH [Master Plan of Arlerial Highways] Is to describe an arterial highway
system that effectively sarves existing and adopted future land uses," DEIR/S, p. 3.1.1-9), air
quality (e.g., “Because CO emissions are produced almost entirely from automobiles, the
highest CO concentrations in the basin are assaciated with heavy traffic,” DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-9; “In
urban areas such as the project location, automobile exhaust accounts for most of the CO
emissions,” DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-17, "The greatest source of smog-producing gases is the
automobile,” DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-17), and noise (e.g., “Generally, noise increases with increased
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While the SDEIR/S and STS identified potentially cumulatively significant traffic impacts at
intersections within the “Long Beach study traffic study area" (p. 3-3), no further air quality
analysis was conducted with regards to those intersections. Absent any analysis or even a
declaration that the DEIR/S examined a worstcase scenario that would not be exceaded in
Long Beach, it must be inferred that the Lead Agency seeks fo rely on analysis derived from
data generated in Mission Viejo (Crange County), more than 16 miles from Long Beach, as
indicative of ambient air quality conditions in Long Beach (Los Angeles County) (i.e., “The
Missian Viejo Manitoring Station was chosen for this analysis, DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-38).

Although unsupported concluscry slatements are presented in the SDEIR/S with regards to
construction {e.g., "Noise and air quality impacts of construction would be temporary and not
anticipated to be an adverse effect,” pp. 3-69, 3-75, 3-84, 4-27), no analysis of secondary
operational impacts has been presented therein. Similarly, neither canstruclion-lerm nor
operational land-use impacts relating, either directly or indirectly, for identified traffic-related
impacts are addressed in the SDEIR/S.

The DEIR/S slales that “ftlhe proposed project would relieve congestion by widening 1-405,
braiding and reconstructing interchanges, and achieving the following safety improvements
within the project limits by reducing: [1] Congestion-related collisions on the mainline of 1-405;
[2] Collisions within interchanges by adding braided ramps to eliminate traffic weaving
maneuvers; [3] Off-ramp queuing onto the freeway mainline; [4] On-ramp queuing onto arterials

speed and with higher volumes of traffic,” DEIR/S, p. 3.2.7-6; “Noise in the study area is 45 due to mainline congestion and ramp meter operation” (emphasis added) (DEIR/S, pp. 3.2.6-40
dominated by traffic,” p. 3.2.7-8). and 41). The Lead Agency touts that the project has safety benefits because it includes

“braided ramps”; however, following the release of the DEIR/S, ane or maore of those “braided
Notwithstanding the fact that the DEIR/S and the SDEIR/S describe two separate and distinct ramps have been eliminated.
"study areas,” the Lead Agency appears to assert that a newly introduced “Long Beach study L ) —
traffic study area® (p. 3-3) is warranted for traffic but that no concomitant analysis of indirect and As indicated in the OCTA's April 2013 Path Forward, the proposed project hes been revised.
secandary impacts within that new or expanded area need be conducted for any other topical Those revisions include, bul may not be limited to, the following changes: (1) “eliminates
issues induded in the project's CEQA/NEPA documentation. As a result, the SDEIR/S contains braided ramps in City of Fountain Valley” (Altematives 1, 2, and 3); and (2) “lruncates express
no analysis of the potential indirect and secondary impacts of newly introduced “significant lanes at Euclid Street/Ellis Street, eliminales State Route 73 connector” (Alternative 3)
curnulative traffic impacts” (e.g., "The new information in this Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS {emphasis added). Although addressed in the December 2012 STS, those revisions are naeither
results in new CEQA-significant cumulative traffic impacts,” p. 1-2), thus producing both an identified in the SDEIR/S nor in the June 2013 STS. Additionally, the potential implications of
incomplete and fragmented picture of the project's likely environmental consequences. _/ those now proposed changes to those previously proposed “safety improvements” are not

addressed in the project's CEQA/NEPA documentation. —<
As indicated in the Public Notice: “This project is considered a Project of Air Quality Concern
regarding parliculate matter PMqg and PMz 5 as defined in 40 CFR 93.123(b){(1). A qualitalive The December 2012 STS states that “[t]he study area for the Long Beach Area Traffic Study
PMy, and PM:s hot spot analysis was completed as required by 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123, includes: [1] 1-405 from [-605 to Lakewood Boulevard; [2] I-605 from Katelia Avenue to Carson
based on U.S. EPA Guldanee® [sic].” By infeming that a new analysis will be presented in the Street; and [3] SR-22/7" Street from |-405 to Pacific Coast Highway* (emphasis added)
SDEIR/S, that statement appears intentionally misleading since the “qualitative analysis™ being {December 2012 STS, p. 4-1}. In contrast, as described in the SDEIR/S: “The Long Beach
refarence is the one presented in the DEIR/S (i.e., no post-DEIR/S air qualily analysis appears study traffic study area includes: [1] 1-405 from |-605 to Lakewood Boulevard; (2] 1-605 from
to have been performed and none Is referenced in the SDEIR/S). Katella Avenue to Carson Streel; and [3] SR-22/7th Street from 1-405 to Park Avenue”

' (emphasis added) (p. 3-3).

As indicated in the DEIR/S, areas where a carbon dioxide (CO) analysis would be warranted . i _ . . ) —
include “[ijnlersections where air quality may be getting worse. . .criteria include increases in As dascribed in the DEIR/S: "The project study area is located within an grlenswellg_; urlhlanized
vehicles operating in cold-start mode, increases in traffic volumes greater than 5 parcent, and a area of Orange County with few vacant or undevaeloped parcels of land. Eight municipalities are
worsening of traffic flow” (DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-32). In addition, “[i]ntersection reconfigurations may responsible for land use and zoning oversighl within the project study area and include the cities
move the roadway closer to receplors and may increase peak-hour traffic volumes. This may of Costa Mesa, Fountaln Valley, Garden Grove, Huntington Beach, Los Alamitos, Westminster,
result in higher CO concentrations near reconfigured intersections” (Ibid), further confributing to Seal Beach, and the County of Orange unincorporated community of Rossmoor” (DEIR/S, p.
potential air qualily impacts. 3.1.1-2). Long Beach is not |nclt.|_ded among the [Ist_lng of respansible municipalities. Although

CEQA/NEPA may allow for consideration of non-uniform study areas based on project-related
San Diego Freeway lmprovement Project July 22, 2013 July 22, 2013 San Diego Freeway Impcovemant Project
City of Seal Beach Page 15 Page 16 City of Seal Heach
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and cumulative impacts, reasonable justification for consideration of differing analytical areas
needs to be provided. No such Justification is, however, presented in either the DEIR/S or in the
SDEIR/S.

The SDEIR/S states that “[rleviewers are requested to limit their comments to only information
that is provided in this Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS" (General Information About the Praject,
unpaginated), however, Caltrans’ Public Nofice contains no such admonishment or limitation.
Because all the comments presented herein relate, either directly or indirectly, to traflic-related
issuves arising from the information presented In or absent from the SDEIR/S and the
significance of those primary andlor secondary environmental and socioeconomic impacts, the
Lead Agency is obligated to respond to the comments and issues raised herein. “In no case
shall the lead agency fail to respond to pertinent comments on significant environmental issues™
{14 CCR 15088.5[f)).

The comments and concems raised herein neither replace nor supersede comments submitted
on the DEIR/S and should be considerad “new” or “additional” comments submitted in response
to the project's CEQA/NEPA documentation. The order in which and labeling of comments
herein, including the use of Indentation and undedining, is for the City's convenience only and s
not intended to represent a pricrtization of the relative importance of each comment to Seal
Beach or the relative magnitude of its pussible implications o the proposed project and the
project's associated CEQA/NEPA documentation. Unless otherwise noted, all page references
herein are to the SDEIR/S. Additionally, unless otherwise noted, reference to the STS is to the
June 2013 version of thal document.

As required in Section 15148 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “[tihe EIR shall cite all documents
used in its preparation including, where possible, the page and section number of any technical
reports which were used as the basis for any statements in the EIR." When other technical
material is cited herein which is not a part of the DEIR/S andlor SDEIR/S, the City has
endeavored to clearly identify that document (including the author or agency responsible for its
publication, the date of publication, and the correspending page or section number) and, when
available on the Intemet, provide a webpage cilation where that document can be viewed and
the information cited independently verified. It is noted that in both the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S,
the Lead Agency has not been so diligent.

20 RECIRCULATION AND SIGNIFICANT NEW INFORMATION

“EIRs shall be written in plain language” (14 CCR 15140),

With regards to assessing potential environmental impacts, the SDEIR/S is so indecipherable as )
to prevent any clear understanding of the document's purpose, analysls, and both pre-mitigated
and post-mitigated conclusions. On one hand, the Lead Agency states that: (1) TtJhe new
information in this Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS results in new CEQA-significant cumulative
traffic impacits” (emphasis added) (p. 1-2); and (2) “OCTA will provide a fair share amount of
funding for the measures that have been identified as part of this SDEIR/EIS to address
significant cumulative impacts to traffic” (emphasis added) (p. 3-84). On the other hand, the
Lead Agency states that “traffic and transportation-related direct or indirect cumulative impacts
are not anticipated, and no further cumulative impact analysis or additional measures are
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required. . .the project's contribution to adverse cumulative effects within the Supplemental Draft
EIR/EIS study area at the affected locations would be minimized” (p. 3-93). More specifically: 7
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With regards to Alternative 1, the Lead Agency states: (1) "the contribution of Alternative
1 to the cumulative impact on the freeway mainline is less than significant” (p. 4-3); (2)
“there are no intersections where the contribution of Alternative 1 to the cumulative
impacts is significant with the proposed mitigations in place"(p. 4-3); (3) “there are no
significant impacls of Alternative 1 on performance or the LOS of the circulation system”
(p. 4-4), (4) “Alternative 1 does not contribute to adverse cumulative effects on any study
intersection in 2020" (p. 3-66); and (5) "Alternative 1 does not contribute to adverse
cumulative effects on any study intersection in 2040" (p. 3-66).

With regards to Alternative 2, the Lead Agency states: (1) “the contribution of Altemative
2 to the cumulative impact on the freeway mainline is less than significant.” (p. 4-12); (2)
“there are no intersections where the contribution of Alternative 2 to the cumulative
impacts is significant with the proposed mitigations in place” (p. 4-12); (3) “there are no
significant impacts of Alternative 2 on performance or the LOS of the circulation system”
(p. 4-12); {4) "Alternative 2 does not contribute to adverse cumulative effects on any
gludy intersection in 2020" (p. 3-75), and (5) “Alternative 2 does not contribute to
adverse cumulative effects on any study intersection in 2040° (p. 3-75).

With regards to Alternative 3, the Lead Agency states: (1) “the contribution of Alternative
3 to the cumulative impact an the freeway mainline is less than significant” (p. 4-20); (2)
“there are no intersections where the contribution of Alternative 3 to the cumulative
impacts is significant with the proposed mitigations in place” {p. 4-20); (3) “there are no
significant impacts of Aternative 3 on performance or the LOS of the circulation system.”
(p. 4-20); (4) “Alternative 3 does not confribute to adverse cumulative effects on any
study intersection in 2020° {p. 3-84); and (5) and “Allemative 3 does not contribute to
adverse cumulative effects on any study intersection in 2040" (p. 3-84).

From the SDEIR/S, it is not even possible to determine what the “new significant infarmation”
(e.9.. “Caltrans has determined that the Supplemental Traffic Study represents pew significant
infarmatieon” [emphasis added], p. 1-2) actually is and whether the “new information® presented
therein is, in fact, deemed to be “significant” by the Lead Agency (e.g., "This Supplemental Draft
EIR/EIS for the proposed San Diego Freeway Improvement Project provides new information on
potential projectrelated traffic effects within the City of Long Beach" [emphasis added], p. S-1).

The SDEIR/S acknowlcdges that the "Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 40
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1502.9(c) allows agencies to prepare supplements
to either a Draft or Final EIS if. {i} The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed
action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or (i) There are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concems and bearing on the proposed
action ar its impacts” (emphasis added) (p. 1-2). Because the SDEIR/S only discusses "new
information,” it is assumed that the Lead Agency is neither acknowledging nor disclosing the
concurrent existence of “substantiat changes in the proposed action” andior “significant new
cir::ur&stanaes,' If such conditions exist, they are certainly not identified or described in the
SDEIR/S.

“Substantial changes in the proposed action® andlor “significant new circumstances or
information” are not necassarly confined to modifications in the physical design of the proposed
project andfor the by-product of the Lead Agency's own analysis of project-related and
cumulative environmental effects. Such conditions can result from commenis raised by
stakeholders, the Lead Agency's responses thereto, and/or the introduction of information and

July 22, 2043
Page 18

8Ban Diego Freeway Improvement Project
City of Seal Baach

March 2015

R2-GL-28

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

GL-9 (Continued)

tal Draft Envi | Iy
SCH No. 2008081001

Report/ St

other relevant material whose subsequent disclosure has (a) substantively bearing on the
adequacy and accuracy of the CEQA/NEPA documentation and (b) that was known to the Lead
Agency prior to the DEIR/S' release but which was either knowingly withheld or which was not
included therein.

“A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the
EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section
15087 but before ceriification. . 'Significant new information’ reguiring recirculation include, for
example, a disclosure showing that: (1) A new significant_environmental impact would result
from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. (2) A
substantial increase in the severily of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. (3} A feasible project
alternative or miligalion measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would
clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the praject, but the project's propenents dedline m
adopt it. (4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded” {(emphasis added) {14 CCR
15088.5[a]). Under CEQA, one of these conditions must exst to predicate recirculation;
however, it is unclear which (if any) of these triggers has predicated the release of the SDEIRIS.

The SDEIR/S states that “only those portions of the Draft EIR/EIS that have been modified as a
result of the new information are included within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS" (p. 1-2).
However, since there has been no public disclosure of the Lead Agency’s draft responses to
stakeholders’ comments on the DEIR/S and no opportunity to critique those drait responses
under Section 21082.5(a) of CEQA, it would be presumptive for Calirans to assume that no
other comments (including the Lead Agency responses thereto) introduce new information of
substantial Importance, introduce new environmental effects nol previously disclosed, increase
the signfficance of impacts previously identified, introduce new alternatives and/or mitigation
measures, and/or raise other substantive issues warranting recirculation of the DEIR/S.

‘In no case shall the lead agency fail to respond to pertinent comments on significant
environmental issues” (14 CCR 15088.5[f]). Without even having to wail lo see the Lead
Agency's draft responses to comments on the DEIR/S, by the Lead Agency's own actions (i.e.,
an explicit or implicit declaration that there exists no other “significant new information™ other
than as disclosed in the SDEIR/S), it is evident that those responses will merely seek to defend
both the work previously performed by Caltrans’ and the OCTA's staff and consultants and the
rightecusness of the DEIR/S' analysis and conclusions and serve as a post-hoc rationalization
for the Lead Agency's predetermined outcome. By limiting the context of the SDEIR/S {e.g.,
“The remaining sections of the Draft EIR/EIS are not included because they do not require
maodification,” p. 5-1), the Lead Agency, in essence, stales that there is no other “significant new
information” necessitating recirculation of the DEIR/S or any additional portion thereof,

The Lead Agency seeks to “piecemeal” not only the geographic extent of its “study area® and
“logical termini” but also its “supplemental” environmental analysis to examine only a single
issue (e.g., "As a result of comments received on polential traffic effects within the City of Long
Beach, Caltrans prepared the Supplemental Traffic Study,” p. 1-2) without due consideration of
or the raquisite "hard look™ at: (1) the totality of comments submitted by other stakeholders and
any “significant new information™ arising therefrom; and {2) an evaluation of the indirect and
secondary environmental consequences of that single issue's potential to affect other topical
issues examined in the DEIR/S (e.q., land use, air guality, and noise).
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Since OCTA's name appears on the cover of both the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S and is represented
as "project sponsor” therein, the OCTA's aclions cannot be severed from elther the proposed
project or fram Caitrans' disclosure and analytical obligations under CEQA/NEPA.  Although
recognizing that OCTA is not presented as the Lead Agency, evidence of fragmentation and/or
the existence of a hidden agenda (e.g., OCTA staffs continuing advocacy for and Calftrans’
continued endorsement of Alternative 3} can be found in the following extracts from OCTA's
administrative record.

. Identification of a Locally Preferred Strategy (2008). Based on a more extensive
alternatives analysis conducted at that time, the OCTA's “Interstate 405 Major
Investment Study Final Report” (OCTA [Parsons], February 2008) {(MiS) concluded that:
“[MIS] Altemative 4 adds a single general purpose freeway lane in each direction to the
I-405 segment frorm Brookhurst Street to Valley View Street which currently has only 4
such lanes. In order to avoid dropping a lane and creating a potenlial operational
battleneck, this lane is camied lo lhe 1-605 interchange on the north. . .[MIS] Alternative 4
is the Locally Preferred Strategy (LPS) for improvements to 1-405 between 1-605 and
SR-73. The LPS provides for an additional general purpose lane in each direction on the
freeway between I-605 and Brookhurst Street. It includes auxiliary lanes linking on-
ramps to downstream oft-ramps at numerous locations in the corridor” (MIS, pp. 26 and
a1).

. Regional Planning and Highways Committee's Recommendations (2012). As
indicated in the Board packet for their meeting on October 22, 2012 was a memorandum
from Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board to Members of the Board of Directors (Subject:
Selection of a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Interstate 405 Improvement Project
between Stale Roule 55 and Interstate 405), dated September 24, 2012, transmilting to
the OCTA's Board of Directors the recommendalions of the Regional Planning Highways
Committee {Committee) as formulated at the Committee’s September 17, 2012 meeting.
The following “Committee Recommendations” are outlined therein: “(A) Select
Alternative | as the locally preferred alternative for the Interstate 405 Improvement
Project between Stale Route 55 and Interstate 605 and transmit this selection to the
Califomnia Department of Transportation. (B) Direct staff to work with California
Department of Transportation { ensure the final design of Altemative 1 does not preclude
options that may be developed in the future to improve mobility in the corridor. (C) Direct
staff to develop a financing plan for Alternative 1 and work with the Finance and
Administration Committee on a recommended approach to accelerate the delivery of the
praject. (D) Direct staff to incorporate Alternative 1 into the Measure M2 M2020 Plan. (E)
Direct staff to seek legislative authority through the state of California to construct the
project using & design-build procurement and inform the appropriate agencies of Orange
County Transportation Authority's decision and intent” (emphasis added).

= Selection of a Locally Preferred Aiternative {2012). As indicated in the QCTA’s April
2013 Path Forward: “On October 22, 2012, the Board selected Altemative 1, the single
GP lane. as the locally preferred alternative (LPA). Altemnative 1 delivers the M2 Project
K scope approved by voters, and also eliminates the need to reconstruct the Fairview
Road bridge in the City of Costa Mesa. The approved recommendation also included a
design variation to remove braided on- and off-ramp structures between Magnolia Street
and Wamer Avenue, which eliminates the need for up to four full commercial property
acquigitions and business relocations in the City of Fauntain Valley. Parking impacts in
the City of Westminster have alsc been greatly reduced through design modifications.

A San Di F I t Project
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Alternative 1 does_not necessilale ihe reloeation of the soundwall that exists along

Almend Avenue in the Clty of Seal Beach® (emphasis added) (April 2013 Paih_FuMElrd.
p. 3). The identification of Alternative 1 as the LPA demonstrates as a policy-based

continuity with the Baard of Directors earlier actions arising out of the MIS.

Evidence of OCTA staffs advocacy for Alternative 3 can be demanstrated in the Board
of Directors October 22, 2012 agenda. As indicated therein, the OCTA staff presented
the fallowing recommendations to the Board of Directors: “(A) Select the modified
Alternative 2 as the locally preferred alternative to the Interstate 405 Improvement
Project between State Route 55 and Interstate 605 and transmit this selection to the
California Department of Transportation for consideration. (B} Direct staff to develop a
financing plan for the modified Altemative 3 and work with the Finance and
Administration Cammittee on a recommended approach. Continue ta laok tor financing
through mechanisms such as the Transportation infrastructure Finance and Innovation
Act to minimize interest costs. (C) Incorporate the Measure M2 cost of the single general
purpose lane, inherent in all bulld altematives, into the M2020 Plan, and direct staff to
establish separate funding and accounting for express lanes costs and revenuss under
Alternative 3. (D) Adopt the 91 Express Lanes toll policy for the Interstate 405 Express
Lanes, but allow carpools with threc or more persons to ride free at all times. Continue
to explore oppertunities to allow two-person carpools to ride free during non-peak hours”
(emphasis added).

The City wishes to extent its appreciation to the OCTA Board of Directors for bath its
courageous actions not to follow its own staffs recammendations and to implement the
voter's Measures M/M2 directives and for its efforts to retain the Almond Avenue
soundwall in Seal Beach. However, notwithstanding that clear policy direction, in
carrespandence from Jim Beil, Executive Directar, Capital Prajects of OCTA o the City's
Director of Public Warks, dated June 25, 2013, included herein as Attachment 2
(Cerrespondence from Jim Bell, OCTA Executive Director, June 25, 2013), OCTA staff
continues fo focus its attention on the pursuit of other alternatives. In that letter, Mr. Bell
states that “[ilf the Mandatory Design Standards for lane and shoulder width on the 1-405
are met, the sound wall would be relocated narrowing Almond Avenue from its current
40 foot width to approximately 36 feet west of Aimond Park. . .Almond Avenue would be
narrowed to between 40 and 34 feet’ (emphasis added).

In addition, as outlined in the OCTA’s Aprl 2013 Path Forward, the following four
‘recommendations” are identified: "(A) Direct staff to proceed in accordance with an
approach that advances project development of the Measure M2 Project K, which adds
one general purpose lane in each direction on Interstate 405 between Euclid Street and
Interstate 605. (B) Direct staff to concurently screen a new concept for improvements to
Interstate 405, which adds two general purpose lanes In each direction and also
explores converting the existing high-occupancy vehicle lane to a single high-occupancy
toll lane. The screening will consider traffic and revenue implications, identify additional
right-of-way needed for this concept, and is estimaled 1o cost $140,000. (C) Direct staff
to concurrently screen a new concept for improvements fo Interstale 405, which
truncates the second northbound general purpose lane of Alternative 2 at Valley View
Strest. The screening is estimated to cost $15,000, (D) Direct stall to retum to the Board
of Directors in September 2013 for further discussion of existing alternatives and lo
present findings from the analysis of the new concepts® (emphasis added).
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If the OCTA's Board of Directors adopted (October 2012) a policy directive to advance
Alternative 1 and retain the existing Almond Avenue sound wall, why is its own
Executive Director in April and June 2013 net actively promoting that direction and
discussing actions directly contrary thereto? Why does the SDEIR/S not include a letter
from the OCTA stafl v the Lead Agency requesting Caltrans’ implementation of the
Board of Director's October 22, 2012 policy directive? Is not the Board's formal
selection of Altemative 1 as the LPA not itself considered” significant new information”
under CEQA/NEPA?

—

Why is no reference to that action included therein? If no such reference to the Board's
October 2012 action is presented in the SDEIR/S, why has the project sponsor's
decision-making body's reguest for Caltrans' approval of Alternalive 1 been hidden from
CEQA/NEPA stakehalders? Why are comments from Long Beach given greater
cradence that the both the actions of OCTA's Board of Directors and comments
submitted by ather stakeholders in response to the release of the DEIR/S?

_/
As further described in the OCTA's April 2013 Palh Forward, two new build alternatives

(Concepts A and B) have been identified and a Caltrans-authored degradation study of the
Orange County HOVL system have been submitted. Mo reference lo the Board of Directors'
identification and consideration of alternative “Concepts A and B" is, however, presented in the
SDEIR/S.  Similarly, left unexplained is the criticality of the information presented in the
SDEIR/S that its release could not have been delayed pending further discussions of “Concepts
Aand B"

The April 2013 Path Forward agenda item noted that “[slhoukd the Board select a new
alternative to the DEIR/EIS within the existing footprint of the three build alternatives previcusly
studied, it would require new lechnical studies that would need to be incorporated Into the
DEIR/EIS which would need to be recirculated. A supplemental DEIR/EIS would need o be
prepared and a new round of public hearings would need to be camied out with public input
recorded and addressed. It is estimated that this additional envirenmental work could take up to
18 months to complete and cost $1.7 million.” MNotably absent from that agenda Is any staff
discussion regarding the importance of and the role that alematives analysis plays in both the
CEQA/NEPA and decision-making processes, the merils of including or not including “Concepts
A and B,” and why either or both of thuse alternatives might warrant further consideration (e.g.,
effeclively addressed a stated public concern).

In the absence of any concurrent discussion of the time and cost to prepare the SDEIR/S or
even why that document was required at this time (e.g., “Caltrans, as the Lead Agency, made
the decigion to disclose this new information to the public by preparing and circulating this
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS,” p. S-1) the discussion of time delays and cost overruns appears
solely intended to dissuade the OCTA's Board of Directors from pursuing the analysis of new ar
modified alternatives. While recognizing that schedule and budget considerations are often
important consideration, there exists no substantive information in the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S of
tha relevance of time and money 1o the formulation and selection of an implementation plan.
Thase variables have not previously been elevated 1o the same stature as that indicated in the
April 2013 Path Forward. The release of the SDEIR/S appears more likely timed to supporl
staff's argument that ancther recirculated CEQA/NEPA document would not be warranted.

It is noted that no reference to or information concerning Caltrans' HOVL dearadation study is
presented in the SDEIR/S. With much appreciation to Fifth District Supenvisor Pat Bates for her
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diligent efforts to inform her constituency and provide full disclosure of the activities of the
OCTA's Board of Directors, the following information was presented on Supervisor Bates'
website (http://bos.ocgov.com/legacyS/nawsletters/volume7lssue14.htm):

Staff from the Califomia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) gave a
presentalion o the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Board of
Directors an the Caltrans Statewide High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Degradation
Study, which included information about HOV lanes that are degraded within
Orange County and the options available to address the degradation. An HOV
lane is considered "degraded” when speeds fall below 45 mph for 10% or more of
the moming or evening weekday peak hour periods over a consecutive 180-day
period. Contained within in the federal transportation reauthorization bill (Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 218t Century), enacted July 6, 2012, are requirements
for state departments of transportation to identify and remedy degraded HOV
lanes. The Caltrans study, which has not yet been released in its entirety, identtfles
portions of the |-405, I-5, SR-55, SR-22 and SR-91 as having degraded HOV
lanes. ions for re ng the radation Include raisi
the HOV occupal irement i + + i WVHOT lanes.
and converting existing HOV lanes to High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes, including
any or all of these recommendations taken together. Unfortunately, Caltrans’
presentation lacked adequate detail and did not include specific data by freeway
sagment. Callrans is expected to provide this information within the next several
weeks (emphasis added).

The above statement differs substantially from the written information presented to the OCTA's
Board of Directors on Aprll 22, 2012 (and discaverable to all but those in attendance at that
mesating), namely, the declaration that “Caltrans has not determined the method to address
HOV degradation on the entire 1-405 corridor” (April 2013 Path Forward). Absent Caltrans’
disclosure of ite HOV degradation study and proposed response, the public Is provided no
means to reconcile those contradictory statements.

As of July 2008, as presented in "California HOV/Express | ane Business Plan, 2009" (Caltrans,
March 31, 2009}, with regards to HOVLs, Caltrans reported that there were a total of 1,424
existing lane miles and 124 lane miles under construction within the State. As further indicated
therein: "According to a report by Caltrans, nearly 50% of the HOV lanes in the state experience
periods of degradation in the peak hour according to the federal definition — meaning that
average speeds of 45 mph speed or lower have been measured more than 10% of the time”
(http:/Awww.accma.ca.gov/Documents/22_136_74A0371_ExpressLaneBizPlan_0331089_FINAL
_check__2_.pdf). If, as reported, one-half of the Slale’s 1,548 HOVL miles are already
degraded, assuming Calirans’' recommendations apply universally to all degraded HOVLs
throughout the State and are not limited anly to that segment of the 1-405 Freeway located in
Orange County, from a cumulative environmental perspective, related prujects (including other
HOVLs where the Stale may mandate raising HOV-occupancy requirements, adding HOVHOT
lanes, andfor undertaking HOVL-to-HOTL conversions) producing cumulative environmental
effects include 774 HOVL miles throughout California. Those related projects and those
cumulative impacls are not, however, discussed in either the DEIR/S or in the SDEIR/S.

Based on the potential significance of the State’s HOVL-degradation study with regards to the
proposed project, the imminant timing of its scheduled release, and the lacl that Caltrans is not
scheduled to release its response to comments on the DEIR/S until *Cctober 2013 (April 2013
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Path Forward}, it is unclear why Caltrans elected to release the SDEIR/S at this time rather than
delaying Its release a couple of “weeks” so as o allow the SDEIR/S to also include the relevant
project-specific information anticipated in that study.

As indicated by the Califomnia Senate Transportation & Housing Committee (February 18, 2013),
“Caltrans’ most recent HOV lane degradation report [was] submitted to FHWA in November
2011 {and] concluded that HOV lane degradation ‘may continue to be the result of high traffic
demand and congestion across the entire freeway facility™ (http:/iwww leginfo.ca.gov/pubi13-
14/billfsen/sb_0251-0300/sb_286_cfa_20130328_113404_sen_comm.himl). If, as reported by
the Senale Transporlation & Housing Commitiee, the degradation study has been available
since November 2011, then the withholding of that information while concurrently alleging ils
potential significance and direct relevancy to the proposed project raises questions as to the
motivation behind the lack of disclosure.

The information presented in Attachment 3 (High-Occupancy Vehicle Degradation Siudy
Powarpaint), which purports to be a summation of Caltrans’ HOV degradation study appears to
bear no relationship to either the Senate Transpertation & Housing Committee's or Supervisor
Bates' description of that document’s contenl.  Similarly, in recognition of its relevancy to the
proposed praject, it is unclear why a study completed in November 2011 has neither been
disclosed as part of the project's CEQA/NEPA documentation nor made fully available to the
general public.

3.0 “LOGICAL TERMINI" UNREASONABLY LIMITS ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Substantial evidence exists that the “logical termini” identified by the Lead Agency and the
identified “study area” misrepresent andfor underestimate the propased project and its likely
environmental effects. With regards to the “study area,” referencing a memorandum from Wili
Kempton, OCTA Chief Executive Officer to Members of the Board of Directors (Subject: 1-405
Improvement Project Follow-Up ems), dated Oclober 11, 2012, included in the October 22,
2012 Board packet:

Ta help define the potential area of benefit for net tall revenues, staff looked at
year 3035 moming peak period trips that are expected to use the |406 corridor
praject limits and analyzed tha origins and destination of those trips. A graph
summary of this information was presented to the Board on September 24, 2012
and is included as Attachment B. Four possible project boundaries were
evaluated. These boundaries were based on commute shed of the trips using the
1-405. Commute shed refers to the area defined by origin and destination points of
moming peak period tripe that are likely to use the 1-405. The varicus concepts
are depicted in Attachment C.

Year 2035 0I'|Q|I"I and Destination for 1-405 Carridor

% of Total

Year 2035 Origins Trips Orange County
Trip Origina
Total AM Origing: Concepl A: 6-Mike Radius 23,000 6%
Tolal AM Crigins: Concept B; 3-Mile Redius 38000 | 58%
| Total AM Origins: Cancept G: Full Conidor 5-Mile Radius | 57,400 BY%
| Total AM Origins: Concept D: Pa:a!!el Corridors 58,600 91%
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% of Total
Year 2035 Destinations Trips Orange County
Trip Origing
Total AM Origins: Concept A: 5-Mile Radius 55,100 8%
Total AM Origins: Concept B: 3-Mile Radius 35,639 50%
Tolal AM Qrigins: Concept C: Full Comidor 5-Mile Radius 65,640 94%
Total AM Origins: Concept O: Parallel Corridors 68, 497 94%

The above table shows that Concepts C and [ encompass the majority (S0
percent or more) of commuter frip origing and destinations. Therefore, these
boundaries cover the bulk of the transportation systems which support the users of
1-405 and represent an area where 1-405 related investments could be made.
Concept D provides for a clearer definition of the boundary as it is defined by the
parallel transportation routes. However, Concept C is more conslistent with SB 4
as it is defined by the 1405 corridor which is the facility where the revenue-
genarating improvements will be constructed {emphasis added).

Although an opportunity has not been provided to review the source data and analytical
methodologies used to derive the above information, five fems are worthy of note: (1) origin-
and-destination studies have been conducted by OCTA (but are nol included or referenced in
the DEIR/S or SDEIR/S) and likely represent a more supportable basis for the establishment of
the project’s analytical “study area®; (2) the four "concepts” illustrated by QCTA staff (e.g., 5-mile
radius, 3-milke radius, full corridor and 5-mile radius, and parallel comridors) differ substantially
from the DEIR/S' original “study area” and the SDEIR/S' “Long Beach study traffic study area”
{p. 3-3); (3) the “appropriate area where 1-405 related investments could be made”® (i.e., areas of
potentially significant impact) are substantial larger than both the original (DEIR/S} and
expanded (SDEIR/S) "study areas” further invalidating the geographically-imited CEQA/NEPA
analysis; (4) total VMT traveled will Ikely exceed the quantiies presented in the DEIR/S based
on OCTA's acknowledged “commute shed"; and (5) the identified need (defined by the number
of trips assigned to the |-405 Freeway) bears no relationship to the traffic projections and
number of trips described in the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S.

With regards to “logical terminl,” Caltrans does not view the 1-405 only in the context of a *14-
mile” {DEIR/S, p. 2-20) or "15-mile” (DEIR/S, AQR, p. 51) or "18 mile” (DEIR/S, p. 1-12)
segment of a larger transportation comdor. Caltrans’ “transportation concept reports” (TCRs) is
an internal planning document which expresses the agency's judgment on what the
characteristics of each State highway should be in response to proposed land uses and
projected travel demand over a 20-year planning period. As indicated in Caltrans’ (District 12)
“Route Concept Report Interstate 405 — San Diego Freeway® (November 1899) (RCR)
(http://www.dot.ca.govidist12/planning/pdffroute405. pdf):

Interstate 405 (I-405) also known as the San Diego Fwy [Freeway] has 24.18 miles
located in Orange County and 48.2 miles located in Los Angeles County. It is
considered a bypass route to the Santa Ana/Golden State Fwy [Freeway] (I-5). . .-
405 provides access betwean clies that are located In both Orange and Los
Angeles Counties. It is used for commuting and inter-reqional travel along with
direct and indirect access to employment centers, recreational afiractions,
shopping malle, medical centers, universities, airporis, etc. {emphasis added)
(RCR, p. i).
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Caltrana’ “Corridor System Management Plan - State Route 22/Interstate 405/Interstate 606
Final Report® (System Metrics Group/Braidwood Associates, August 2010) (CSMP)
(hitp:thwww.dot.ca govihg/tpplcomidor-mobility/CSMPs/d12_CSMPs/SR%2022-1%20405-
1%20605/D12_SR-22_CSMP_Final_Technical_Report dec2010.pdf) was prepared in response
to the voters' approval of Proposition B (The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and
Port Security Bond Act of 2006) in November 2006. That ballot measure included a funding
program identified as the “Corridor Mability Improvement Account” (CMIA). In order to receive
CMIA funds, California Transportation Commission's (CTC) guidelines required that project
sponsors describe (in a CSMP) how mohility gains from CMIA-funded corridor improvements
would be maintained, focusing on operational strategies and funded expansion projects.

Initially intended as a mean of prioritizing
CMIA funding, CEMPs were subseguently
included in the CTC's “Regional
Transportation Plan Guidelines.” There
are presently about 50 CSMPs that have
been developed or are in the process of
being developed. Within the Los Angeles
metropalitan area, Caltrans’ network of
CSMPs is illustrated in the accompanying
graphic (Source: ITSP, Figure H, p. 43).
CSMPs within Caltrans’ Districts 7 and 12

are listed below.

Carridor System Management Plan (CSMP) Routes
District | County Coridar CSMP Limits
Santa Barbara . Winchester Canyon Creek in SB Co. lo Rica Ave. in
587 e U.s. 101 VEN Co. nyo
Los Angeles -5 ORA/LOA Co. Line to |-710
7 Los Angeles | 15 Fram 110 West to 1-210
Los Angeles 1-405 From |-110 1o |5
Los Angeles | 1210 | From SR-57 to 15 i
SR"@'—”-SR 22 from 1-4050-605 t‘l‘h SR-55:1
Orange :g: 5 to LA Co. line; and 1805 from 1408 msfix —gﬂnﬁ;‘r:m I
o o SR&67 SR-22/16 Inlerchange to LA Co. fine ]
Orange 5 5D Co. line to LA Co. lina
Orange SR65_ | Entire route within District 12
Orange SR-91 From |-5/5R-81 separation in ORA Co. to just east of
Riverside RIV Co. line

Source: California Daepariment of Transportation, Interregional Transportaton Strategic Plan =
Review Draft, December 2012, Appendix D
(htip/iwww dot.ca.govihg/ipplofficesioasp/I TSP_document_FINAL. pdffzoom=65)

As noled, both District 7 and District 12 have identified an *1-405 Carridor” within their respective
boundaries. As indicated In the SDEIR/S, the Lead Agency now acknowledges that significant
environmental impacts-are not confined to either an agency’s managerial boundaries or the
project's construction limits. As such, for the purpose of CEQA/NEPA compliance, neither an
agency's jurisdictional boundaries nor the edge of planned construction serve as an appropriate
geographic indices of the extend and magnitude of significant project-related and cumulatively
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significant envirenmental effects. When the contiguous “1-405 Corridors” in both District 7 and
District 12 are combined into a single management area, the more supportable "fogical termini”
extends along the 1-405 Freeway from the |-5 Freeway on the north to the I-5 Freeway on the
south (e.g., *I-405 Is considered a bypass route to the Interstate 5§ Santa Ana/Golden State
Freeway through Orange County,” DEIR/S, Noizse Study Report, p. 1). By viewing the 1-405
Freeway as a north-south freeway and arterial “bypass” and cansidering the “logical termini®
from a functional rather than a construction-defined or jurisdictional perspective, both the project
and its potential impacts can be viewed from a systems perspective.

Caltrans’ "Draft Final Corridor System Management Plan Orange County SR-22 Comprehensive
Performance Assessment and Causality Analysis® (May 4, 2009) (Draft Final CSMP)
(hltp:fhwww.dot.ca.govihgitpp/comidor-mobilily/CSMPs/d12_CSMPs/SR%2022-1920405-
1%20605/3R-22%208%201-405%20&%201-605%20CP A pdf) states that “[o)ver the last few
years, Caltrans and its stakeholders and pariner agencies have been developing and
committing to a framework called ‘System Management'. . This framework aims to get the most
of our transportation infrastructure through a variety of strategies, not just through the fraditional
and increasingly expensive expansion projects. System Management has been embraced by
the Administration as part of their Strategic Growth Plan and by the Southern California
Association of Govemments, the Metropolitan Planning Organization far Southern California
and Orange County” (Draft Final CSMP, p. 3).

In that study, Caltrans identifies a larger “I-405 Freeway comidor” which includes “portions of
three state routes, SR-22, 1405, and |-605 in Orange County. The comidor begins at an
interchange involving all three freeways at the Los Angeles County border. From there, the
comidor runs east along SR-22 (Garden Grove Freeway) to SR-55. The coridor alse runs
southeast along 1-405 {San Diego Freeway) until it reaches |-5 (Golden State Freeway) just
outside Irvine. The corridor includes a short, one-mile section of 1-605 (San Gabriel River
Freaway) as it heads north from the Los Alamitos Curve (SR-22/1-4051-605) interchange to the
Los Angeles County border. . .The portion of SR-22 in the study comidor traverses a large part
af Orange County and includes all 13 miles of the freeway from its beginning in Seal Beach
{Post Mile R0.000) through Westminster, Garden Grove, and Santa Ana to SR-55 (Post Mile
R13.164). . .The portion of the study comidor along 1-405 extends 24 miles (Pest Mile 0.230 to
Post Mile 24.178}, paralleling the Orange County coaslline from I-5 to SR-22."

Within that area, "[d]uring the AM peak period, only about 44 percent of all trips originate and
terminate in Orange County (Zones 1 or 2). The remaining trips originate in Orange County and
terminate in another county (26 percent), originate outside Orange County and terminate in
Orange County (25 percent), or originate and terminate outside Orange County (6 percent).
The picture is similar for the PM peak period, which experiences around 28 percent more
demand than the AM, Around 44 percent of trips criginate and terminate in Qrange County. The
remaining trips originate in Orange County and terminate in ancther county (25 percent),
originate outside Orange County and terminate in Orange County (25 percent), or originate and
terminate outside Orange County (7 percent)” {Draft Final CSMP, p. 36).

Calfrans' SR-22/1-405/1-605 cormridor, which focuses primarily on freeway segments within a
single Caitrans' organization district, is less representatives of traffic conditions and expected
impacts than the linked “1-405 Comidors” in District 7 and District 12 but more encompassing
that either the DEIR/S’ original “study area” or the SDEIR/S’ "Long Beach study traffic study
area” (p. 3-3).
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Referencing correspundence frum the City of Long Beach (Long Beach) presanted to Caltrans
in response to the release of the DEIR/S and included as Attachment 4 (1405 Freeway
Improvement Project Leller and Memorandum} herein:

The 1-405/1-605/SR-22 interchanges does not seem like a ‘logical termini’ for the
northern segment of the 1-405 Improvement Project. Traffic should be further
evaluated after the termination of the proposed project’'s additional lanes to ensure
that a choke point does not ooeur north of the Orange County/Los Angeles County
{ing in the City of Long Beach. The City of Long Beach does not feel that the
narthern terminus of the proposed project meels the ‘logical terminl’ requirements
of the FHWA, as stated in the DEIR/EIS (p. 1-24), thus resulting in an issue of
‘segmentation.’ The FHWA's discussion of lagical termini and segmentation is
provided below (The Development of Logical Project Termini, November 1993):

In developing a project concept which can be advanced through the
stages of planning, environment, dasign, and construction, the
project sponsor needs to consider a "whole' or integrated project.
This project should satisfy an Identified need, such as safety,
rehabilitation, economic development, or capacity impraovements, and
should be considered In the context of the local area socioeconomics
and topography, the fulure travel demand, and other infrastructure
improvements in the area. Without framing a project in this way,
proposed improvements may miss the mark by only peripherally
satisfying the need or by causing unexpected side effecls which
require additional comective action. A problem of “segregation” may
alsa ns ion need extends throughout an entir

corridor_but environmental issues and transportation needs are
in; opriately discussed rridor
(emphasis added).

As indicated in the FHWA's Federal-Aid Highway Program Guidance: "“The FHWA supporls
HOV lanes as a cosl-effective and environmentally friendly option to help move pecple along
congested urban and suburban routes. As such, FHWA regulations at 23 C.F.R. 810.102
specifically provide that HOV lanes are eligible for Federal-aid participation. In locations where
existing or anticipated excess HOV lane capacity is available, conversion to a HOT lane facility
is encouraged as a way to increase throughput and to provide additional travel options for
drivers. As part of an gverall approach to respond to increased travel demand and address
traffic congestion, HOV and HOT lanes can be a practical alternative to adding more general-
purpose travel lanes. Tha FHWA encourages the implementation of HOV or HOT ianes as an
impertant part of an area-wide approach to help metropolitan areas address their requirements
for improved mobilily, safety, and productivity, while also being sensitive to environmental and
quality of life issues (emphasis added).

Referencing the FHWA's "NEPA and Transportation Decisionmaking — Developing and
Evaluation of Alternatives™ (November 15, 2008). “When developing a transportation project,
project sponsors should consider how the end points of the action are determined, both for the
improvement itself and for the scope of the environmental analysis. Whether the action has
‘logical termini’ or not is also a concem. Logical termini for project development are defined as
rational end points for both a transportation improvement and a review of the environmental
impacts” (http:/fenvironment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdevitdmalts.asp).
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In “NEPA and Transportation Decisionmaking — The Development of Logical Project Termini”
{Novembser 5, 1993), the FHWA further noted that: (1) “the termini chosen must be such that: [1]
environmental issues can be treated on a sufficiently broad scope to ensure that the project will
function properdy without requiring additional improvemants elsewhere, and [2] the project will
not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation
improvements”; and (2) “Choosing a corridor of sufficient length to look at all impacts need not
preciude staged construction. Therefore, related improvements within a transportation facility
should be evaluated as one project, rather than selecting termini based on what Is programmed
ag ghort range improvements. Construction may then be ‘staged,” or programmed for shorter
scctions or discrete construcion clements as funding permits” (emphasis added)
(hltp:environment. fhwa.dolLgov/projdevitdmtermini.asp).

The SDEIR/S concludes that "[t]he new information in this Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS results in
new CEQA significant cumulative traffic impacts” (p. 1-2). Based on the Lead Agency’s own
admisslon, when examining only previously undisclosed impacts to the north of the original
“atudy area” (without congideration of possible cumulative impacts beyond that gingle expansion
area), the information presented in the SDEIR/S demonstrates that the DEIR/S presented an
erroneous “logical termini” in that the full extent of project-related and cumulative significant
environmental impacts were not disclosed. The statements in the DEIR/S that "[i{Jhe proposed
project satisfies the requirements for independent utility and legical termini® (DEIRIS, p. 1-22)
and "[tlhe project comidor is of sufficient length to adequately address transportation issuss”
{DEIR/S, p. 1-23) are unsupported by information presented in the SDEIR/S.

Although current law, as set forth in 23 U.S.C. 301, generally provides that, subject to a few
exceptions, federal highways "shall be free from tolls of all kinds,” evidence demanstrates that
concerted efforts are underway by Caltrans to converlt many existing HOVLs within the Los
Angeles-Orange County metropolitan area Into HOTLs and to construct new lanes to
accommodate toling. Caltrans has failed to examine the broader environmental and
socloeconaomic implications of those actions at either a Statewide or regional level and has
repeated sought 1o piecemeal (fragment) those improvements and other modifications based on
falsely-conceived segmentation.

Rather than addressing the environmental and other implications of the larger fundamental shift
in infrastructure financing (e.g., tolling) and the environmental justice and related Issues relating
to authorizing and encouraging SOVs usage of "express lanes,” Although regional
environmental impacts (e.g., air quality) do not logically cease at an agency's corporate
boundaries, Caltrans seeks to perpetuste the myth that CEQA/NEPA allows a governmental
emntity to ignore the proven reality (as demanstrated in the SDEIR/S) that “significant” impacts
da, In fact, accur beyond the physical limits of the proposed captal Improvements and the
confines of an agency's jurisdictional boundaries (e.g., Crange County is located within Caltrans
District 12 while Long Beach is located within Caltrans District 7).

Because the SDEIR/S demonstirates that roadway improvements are required beyond the
boundaries of the original “study area,” the “logical termini® asserted by the Lead Ageney: (1)
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Since the SDIE/S repaort pravides congestion detail at the terminus of the project at [-405 and
states the each allemative will impact 1-405 north of the |-605 interchange, it does not provide
Iinformation these impacts to the traffic as it reaches saturation at the 1-605 interchange and
whal happens to both the general purpose lanes and the HOV lanes. However, a discussion is
provided that provides mitigation in terms of cash value to Caltrans for future use to imprave the
affected 1-405 interchanges north of 1-605, without mitigation measures proposed for the
terminus at the 1-605 interchange. The Clty is requesting development of a traffic madel to
determine the impacts to traffic flow at the County Line, absence of 1-405 improvements, and
north of the 1-805 for each Alternative.

4.0  JUNE 25, 2013 LETTER FROM PROJECT SPONSOR

In response to its extensive comments on the DEIR/S, the City was surprised to receive a letter
from Jim Beil, Executive Director, Capital Prejects of OCTA, dated June 25, 2013. That letter
was submitted by the “project sponsor” and not the Lead Agency and deall with decisions
already make with regards to the proposed project. As noted therein, “OCTA and Caltrans staff
are prepari the supplemental draft environmental i 1 nyironmental _impact
staternent that is scheduled to be circulated for public review and comment in summer 2013"
(emphasis added).

It is noted that the SDEIR/S includes na reference to OCTA's role in the preparation of that
document and the document contains no list of “persons, firms, or agencies preparing the draft
EIR" (14 CCR 15129) or “list the names, together with their qualifications, of the persons who
wera primarfly responsible for preparing the environmental impacl statement” {40 CFR
1502.17). Because the “project sponsor” is not an impartial observer, it would appear a
potential conflict of interest for thal entily or parlies under contract to that entity to: (1) prepare,
on behalf of the Lead Agency, responses to comments relating to the project that the “project
sponsor’ seeks to undertake; (2) expect a parly with a vesled interest in the project to
objectively response to criticisms regarding the manner in which the project has been managed
and the adequacy of the project's CEQA/NEPA compliance; (3) determine whether further
mitigation or other project conditions are warranted, parlicularly if such actions were to increase
project costs or result in scheduling delays; and (4) endorse new or modified alternatives whose
introduction might necessitale additional recirculation of the DEIR/S

Although the OCTA is identified as a joint preparer of the SDEIR/S, the document's authors
failed to note that the QCTA’s Board of Directors selected Altemative 1 as the LPA on October
22, 2012. As indicated on the OCTA's website (http://iwww.octa.net/pdf/actions 102212 pdf), the
Board of Directors took the following actions: “The board selected Alternative 1 for the Interstate
405 Improvement Project, choosing 1o add ane general-purpose lane in each direction on the
freeway between Euclid Street and 1-605. The project to date, has taken nearly 10 years of
planning with significant input from local and regional stakeholders. At the meeting, the board
voted on all three alternatives and Allernative 1 passed with a 12-4 vote. The implementation of
Altemative 1 will help to reduce congestion and Increase mobility while minimizing
environmental impacts and right-of-way acquisitions. The $1.3 billion project will be funded
through Measure M2, the half-cent sales tax for transportation improvements. OCTA’s selection

misrapresants the nature of the proposed project; (2) fails to encompass the totality of the 49b . N . . "
project's environmental effects; (3) ignores the functionality of the 1405 Freeway; (4) does not of the locally preferred alternative will be forwarded to Caltrans for final review and approval.
eansider volated imp:m.remenls'; and (5) artificially restricts the analysis only to areas of "short In comespondence from Jim Beil, OCTA’s Executive Director to Sean Crumby’, Seal Beach's
range improvements. Director of Public Works, dated June 25, 2013 (prior to the release of the SDEIR/S on June 28,
2013 but subseguent to the actions of the OCTA's Board of Directors), OCTA stated, in part:

- _ July 22,2013 San Dlego Freeway Improvement Project
San Diego Freaway Improvemant Project July 22, 2013 -
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Project plans for the three build alternafives have differing impacts to the
soundwell: Project Alternatives 1 and 3 would not necessitate the reconstruction of
the soundwall as both alternatives provide Just one additional general purpose
(GP) lane at this location. Alternalive 2, however, does necessitate reconstruction
of the existing soundwall as this alternative provides two additional GP lanes on |-
405 along Almond Avenue, thus requiring some minimal additional right-of-way to
accommodale the second GP lane. . [Tlhe City proposed that the Project include
non-standard features such as reduced widths for lanes and shoulders in order tn
reduce the Project foolprint and eliminate the need to reconstruct the soundwall.
Orange County Transportation Authority staff and consultants have met with the
Califarnia Department of Transportation, City staff, and consultants to review these
proposals. Based on discussions with Caltrans, there is no juslification to
substantiate approval for any of the (hree proposed design exceptions to the
mandatory design safety standards that would be required 1o leave the soundwall
in place with Altemative 2. Approval of the design exceptions must consider the
tradecffs between meeting the mandatory design safety standards on 1-405 and
the impacts to Almond Avenue. . .State approvals of mandatory design safety
standard exceptions are contingent upon implications to safety when not meeting
standards. There are no safety implications related to the remaval of parking on
the south side of Almend Avenue. [n comparison, this section of 1-405 has the
highest accident concentrations in Orange County. Maintaining design standards
on 1-405 significantly outweights the minimal impacts to Almond Avenue when it
comes to safety. . Alternative 2 will maintain cne lane of traffic in each direction
and parking on both sides of the street with the exceplion of approximately 100
feet where parking will only be feasible on one side of the street. This appears to
be in general compliance with the City's Municipal Code (emphasis added).

Mr. Beil's declaration that “this section of 1-405 has the highest accident concentrations in
Orange County” appears to contract the DEIR/S, which states, for existing conditions, “the
actual accident rates in both directions of the entire 14.9 miles of -405 are lower than the
statewide average for similar facilities” (DEIR/S, p. 3.1.6-27). Contrary to the provisions of
Section 149 of the Streets and Highways Code, noticeably absent from the DEIR/S and
SDEIR/S is any “safety analysis™ assessing post-project canditions.

The receipt of comespondence from OCTA rather than Caltrans creates confusion and raises
questions concerning the roles and responsibilties of those two agencies with regards to the
CEQA/NEPA process. This confusion is highlighted by lhe following additional facts: (1)
OCTA's and Caltrans' name appears on the cover of both the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S; (2) virtually
no information about the proposed project and the projects CEQA/NEPA documentation is
available on Caltrans’ website while substantial information can be found on QCTA's website;
(3) the consulting firms preparing the DEIR/S (e.g., Parsons, Albert Grover & Associates, Group
Delta Consultants, Paragon Partners, Psomas, TEC Management, and URS Corperation), as
listed in Chapter 6 (Lisl of Preparers) in the DEIR/S, are wnrking under contract to OCTA
{Contract No. CB0893) rather than Caltrans; (4) with regards to the SDEIR/S, although the
affiliation of the members of the "Report Preparation Team” (p. 7-1) are not listed, at least two of
the four individuals listed (i.e., Neal Denno and Ralzalyn Lubong) where listed as being affilialed
with Parsons in the DEIR/S {DEIR/S, p. 6-6), suggesting lhat the SDEIR/S was also prepared by

OCTA's vendors, and (5) the Public Notice directs stakeholders lo submit ccmmants_/

electronically to "405.Supplemental.Draft. EIR.EIS@parsons.com.”
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Why is the “project sponsor” and not the Lead Agency the governmental entity formally
responding to a request from a Participating Agency (NEPA) and a Responsible Agency
{CEQA) to the CEQA/MEPA Lead Agency relative to a request for a “design exception”
{alternatively a “mitigation measure” of "condition of project approval®) on a highway under
Caltrans’ jurisdiction?

Applicable statute and regulations dictate that Caltrans (as the CEQA/NEPA Lead Agency) is
responsible for the preparation of wrilten responses fo comments received on the DEIR/S,
environmental determinations under CEQA/NEPRA, and the selection of the facility's physical
design and operational attributes.  Notwithstanding those obligations, it was the “project
sponsor” and not the CEQA/NEPA Lead Agency that notified the City that: (1) “there Is no
justification to substantiate approval for any of the three proposed design exceptions (o the
mandatory design safety standards that would be required (o leave the soundwall in place with
Alternative 2"; (2) “[mlaintaining design standards on 1-405 significantly outweights the minimal
impacts to Almond Avenue when it comes to safety”; (3) that “there is no justification to accept
the proposcd design exceptions to mandatory design safely standards”, (4) “[t]here are no
safely implicationg” relating to impacts along Almond Avenue; and (5) that the reducing in
Almaond Avenue right-of-way is in “general compliance with the City's Municipal Code.”

Those determinations {“no justification”), that delicate balancing ("outweight”) of a broad array of
environmental and socioccanomic considerations, and that interpretation (“general complianca®
of the City's exisling municipal policies by an entity other than the Seal Beach City Council all
oceurred outside any CEQA/NEPA context, by an agency other than the Lead Agency, by an
agency other than the one possessing management and maintenance responsibilities over the
affected roadway, by an agency will an economic interest in the project, and whose decision-
making hody has explicitly endorsed Alternative 1 as the LPA and the retention of the Almond
Avenue soundwall.

As indicated in the Board's agenda packet for its October 22, 2012 mesting (Subject: Selection
of a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Interstate 405 Improvement Project Between State
Route 55 and Interstate 605); “Staff is recommending the Board select the modified Alternative
3 as the LPA for the 1-405 Improvement Project between SR-55 and |-805, and submit the LPA
to Caltrans’ {(October 22, 2012 Agenda Packet, p. 12). Although program staff may disagree
with the Board's decision, public policy requires that agency slafl must nevertheless implement
the directives of its own declsion-making body. OCTA staff only nceds to ook toward the
actions of its own Board of Directors for the requisite justification (*no justification”). By ignoring
the Board's own vate and policy directive selecting Alternative 1 as the LPA and endorsing the
preservation of the existing Almond Avenue soundwall, it would appear that that OCTA staff is
acting contrary to and prameoting an agenda (e.g., relocation of the existing Almond Avenue
soundwall) which is divergent from that of its own Board of Directors.

Conversely, as described in “Fact Sheet. Exceptions to Advisory Design Standards - |-405
Improvement Project” (Caltrans, April 2012) (Fact Sheet), Caltrans has "approved® a number of
Advisory Design Exceptions, including, but not necessarily limited to the following: (1) Advisory
Design Exception Mo. 1: HDM [Highway Design Manual] Index 101.1 - Selection of Design
Speed; (2) Advisory Design Exception No. 2: HDM Index 202.5(1) & 202.5(2) - Superelevation
Transition; {3) Advisory Design Exception Mo. 3 HOM Index 202.6 - Superelevation of
Compound Curves; (4) Advisory Design Exception Mo. 4: HDM Index 203.5 - Compound
Curves; (5) Advisory Design Exception No. 5 HDM Index 203.6 - Tangent Length between
Reversing Curves; (6) Advisory Design Exception No. 6: HDM Index 204.3 - Minimum Grade;
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() Advisory Design Exception No. 7: HOM Index 502.2 - Isolaled Off Ramps & Partial
Interchanges; (8) Advisory Design Exception No. 8: HDM Index 504.3(3) - 4% Max Grade at
Ramp Terminal; (9) Advisory Design Exception No. 9: HDM Index 504.3(6) - Two-Lane Exit
Ramps; (10) Advisory Design Exception Ne. 10: HDM Index 504.7 - Weaving Section Capacity;
and (11) Advisory Design Exception No, 12: HDM Index 504.8 - Access Rights Opposite Ramp
Terminals. Safety considerations were likely a factor in assessing each exception (e.g., “At a
minimum, it is not expecled that the proposed project would contribute to an increase in
accidents or compromised safety along the corrider,” Fact Sheet, p. 28).

Although “this secfion of 1-405 has the highest accident concentrations in Orange County,”
absent from the Fact Sheet is any evidence of a detailed safety analysis for the eleven “design
exceptions™ which have already been “approved” by Caltrans. It is further unclear how any
“approval® has occurred prior to: (1) Caltrans' selection of which alternative will be pursued; and
(2) completion of the CEQA/NEPA process. The City would assert that Seal Beach's requested
"design exceptions” infroduce no greater safety considerations that the eleven exceptions
already endorsed by Caltrans and outlined abave.

5.0 ADDITIONAL SUPPORT FOR SEAL BEACH’S REQUESTED DESIGN EXCEPTIONS
Pursuant to Caltrans’ “Updated Managed Lane Design” (April 7, 2011): "Geometric design of
managed lane prajects, including lane and shoulder widths, shall conform to the HDM [Highway
Design Manual]. Deviations from the requirements of the HDM shall be evaluated and
approved on a case-by-case basis in the manner prescribed in HDM Index 82.2. Section 3.10
of the HOV Guidelines provides a priority listing for reductions in cross-sectional elemenis for
varipus managed lane configurations. This priority listing shall be utilized in the development of

managed lane projects where reductions to cross-sectional elements are deemed necessary”

(emphasis added).

Seal Beach has determined that the relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall and the
reduction of the Almond Avenue right-of-way would significantly impact the residents of the
College Park East neighborhood and the safety of vehicular and non-vehicular usage of Almond
Avanue. As such, the City-recommended design exceplions sought to not foreclose the ability
of Caltrans to select and implement Alternative 2 but allow that action to occur in a manner
which would neither necessitate the relocation of that soundwall nor adversely impact that
established residential area. In order to accommodate bolh objectives, design variations were
identified and those or similar exceptions were “deemed necessary” by the City.

As indicated above, Caltrang’ existing policies allow for approval of design exceptions on a
“case-by-case basis® (e.g., when conditions warrant). Eleven such exceptions have already
been approved. Similarly, design plans initially propesed to enhance safety (e.g., “adding
braided ramps to eliminate traffic weaving maneuvers, DEIR/S, pp. 3.2.6-40 and 41) have
subsequently been eliminated from the project. However, each proposed Altemative requires
both Mandatory and Advisory Design Exceptions in conformance with the Highway Design
Manual, Chapter 80. Chapter 2 of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS report discusses the need for
mandatory and Advisory Deslign exceptions and details the number required for each. These
are provided below as reference:

Altemmative 1. Nine Mandatory and 18 Advisory exceptions
Altemative 2: Nine Mandatory and 17 Advisory (including reduction of 12-faot lanes to 11-fooot
lanes) exceptions
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Alternative 3: Nine Mandatory and 20 Advisory exceptions

A list of exceptions or document reference was nol provided in order lo review the Design
Exceptions. This is a critical document for the traffic study and should be included.

Researchers at the Univarsity of California Irvine and Califomia State Universily, Long Beach
have concluded that slimmer and slower highways, with extra lanes, are a better investment in
urban areas than the American Association of State Highway Transporiation Oficials
(AASHTO) recommended standard of 12-feet (3.65-meter) wide travel lanes and 10-foot (3.05-
meter) wide shoulders on each side of two directional roadways. In “Optimizing Road Capacity
and Type” (Small, Kenneth A. and Ng, Chen Feng, June 1, 2013), included in Attachment S
{Optimizing Road Capacity and Type) herein, the authors conclude:

[Mhat typical freeways in large urban areas are over-designed for free-flow speed
at the expense of capacity. This arises largely from the finding that the cost
elasticity for increasing free-flow speed is, on average, more than three times that
for expanding capacity (roughly 1.4 vs. 0.4); as a result even modest amounts of
congestion favor incremenlal investments in capacity relative to free-flow speed.
While the oplimal road configuration is very case-specific, we can state a mare
general policy conclusion: road design needs to allow for varlety and flexibility,
rather than being constrained to meet a predetenmined set of standards such as
those for US Interstate Highways

The report concludes that “empirical analysis provides suggestive evidence thal in many large
congested cities, standard expressway designs are unbalanced in the sense of providing more
free-flow speed than is desirable relative to capacity, whereas the same is not true for urban
streets and arterial highways. This abservation in lurn suggests giving greater attention to the
possibilities of more low-footprint roads which offer considerable capacity even though speeds
are anly moderate even at low traffic lavels.”

6.0 SUBSEQUENT PROJECT MODIFICATIONS

6.1 HOVL Degradation

For HOVLs, the “minimum average operating speed” is defined in 23 U.S.C. 166(d){(2)(A) as 45
miles per hour (mph) for a facility with a epeed limit of 50 mph or greater and not more than 10
mph below the speed limit for a facility with a speed limit of less than 50 mph. Facility
"degradation” is defined in Section 168(d)(2) as one that does not mest minimum average
operating speed of 45 mph for 90 percent of the time during a 180-day moming or evening
weekday peak-hour period (or both for a reversible facility) in the case of a HOV facility with a
speed limit of 50 mph or greater or not more than 10 mph below the speed limit in the case of a
facility with a speed limit of less than 50 mph.

Under H.R. 4248 (Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century) (MAP-21), as signed by the
President on August 6, 2012, Section {d}{D) prescribes that the State has 180 days following
notice of degradation to “bring the facility into compliance with the minimum average operating
speed performance standard through changes to operation of the facility, including: (1)
increasing the occupancy requirement for HOV lanes; (2) varying the tolt charged to vehicles
under subsection (b}; (3) discontinuing allowing non-HOV vehicles to use the HOV lanes under
subsection (b); or, {4) Increasing the available capacity of the HOV facility.” Pursuant 1o Section
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{dXE) therein, “[iJf the Administrator determines that a State has violated or failed to comply with
the Federal laws or the regulations in this part with respect to a project, he may withhold
mment to the State of Federal funds on account of such project, withhald approval of further
projects in the State, and take such other action that he deems appropriate under the
clrwmslgamsa, until compllance or remedial action has been accomplished by the State to the
satisfaction of the Administrater.” As authorized therein, the Secretary of Transporiation can
prescribe penalties, such that if the state fails to bring a facility inte compliance, then the
Sacretary shall subjact the state to appropriate program sanctions under Section 1.36 of Title 23
(or successar) until the performance is no longer degraded. As noted in the FHWA's Federal-
Aid Highway Program Guidance:

State agencies with jurisdiction over HOV facilities hold the sole authority to set
occupancy requirements and to implement any of the HOV oecupancy exceptions
under 23 U.S.C. 168(b). There is na discretionary decision or any approval action
to be made by the FHWA in these areas, except where a State wishes to exclude
matorcycles or bicycles from an HOV lane under 23 U.S.C. 166(b){2)(B). As such,
oes not a to the States' actions in setti NG uirameants
or implementing any of v excel Includi nverting HOV
lanes into HOT lanes under 23 U.S.C. 166(b){(4). Only when other factors, such as
Federal-aid funding or a need to amend previous commiiments, give risa fo a
FHWA approval must the FHWA perform a NEPA evaluation (emphasis added).

Based on those provisions, independent of the allemative selected under the current
CEQA/NEPA process, it would appear that Caltrans, absent any subsequent NEPA review and
concurrent public parlicipation, retains the authority to implement a HOV-to-HOT lane
conversion at any later date. It is uncertain whether a local governmental entity, such as OCTA,
could so condition the project as to preclude such later actions or whather any such preclusion
would bind subsequent administrations. As further indicated therein:

Much of the legislation pertaining to tolling is included in MAP-21 Section 1512
‘Tolling’, which amends Section 129 of Tile 23 U.S.C. MAP-21 has removed the
requirement for an agreement to be executed with the U.S. DOT [United States
Department of Transportation] prior to tolling under mainstream tolling programs,
though such agreements will still be required under any toll pilot programs.
Specifically, the tolling of new Interstates and added lanes on existing Interstates
are now mainstreamed; previously these conditions existed under the Interstate
System Canstruction Toll Pilot Program and the Express Lanes Dernonstration
Pragram, both of which no longer exist.

As sucl_-l, it ba_ unclear whether the requisite legislation identified in the DEIR/S (eq., “If
Alternative 3 is selected for construction, authority to operate the tolled Express Lane
component of the alternative would be needed from the state legislature. Authority to operate a

SCH No. 2009091001

those aclions is necessary to delenmine whether the Lead Agency has met any assoclated
burden of proof that may be required for those actions.

6.2 Decision to Toll

At @ community meeting conducled in Seal Beach on July 9, 2013, with representatives -:uf tha
OCTA in altendance, members of the public asked City representalives “When will decisions
concaming which altemative Caltrans will implemented be made?”

In response, it was the Cily's apparently mistaken belief that that decision will be made at the
end of the current CEQA/NEPA process. However, as noted in the Federal-Aid Highv_vay
Program Guidance, the FHWA notes that: (1) “The decision Lo toll as part of a ‘reconstruction”
project may occur anytime up until the complation of all work under the contract for the physical
construction of lhe project. If a the physical construction of the location to be tolled is to be
conducled under multiple contracts, then the decision to toll may occur anytime up until the
completion of the final contract comprising the reconstruction activities™ (emphasis added). (2)
“The decision o toll lanes that are added to any existing free facility through initial construction,
reconstruction, rehabilitation, or restoration, so long as the facllity has the same number of free
lanes after construction as it did before, may occur_any time up until the new lanes are open to
traffic” (emphasis added). (3) "Detisions regarding the amount of toll rates are to be made
solely by the State DOT [Department of Transportation] or other qualified public authority. These
decisions require no review. i i the FHWA”" {emphasis added).

As a result, independent of which alternative s selected by OCTA and Callrans, subsequent
decigionmakers appear to have the authority lo materially alter that initial selection and
implement a tolled facility along the 1-405 Freeway at any time up until the date the facilities are
operational. Since construction is estimated to require approximately 4-1/2 years, assuming
Caltrans acis on the CEQA/NEPA document in “September 2013" (April 2013 Path Forward),
the 1-405 Freeway could be converted to a HOTL project at any time before around February
2018.

Absent from the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S is any reference to or discussion of what authorization
may be provided (under statute or agency procedures) to subsequent boards and/or executive
staffs which would allow those parties to materially alter any decisions by current boards and
current officials with regards to the proposed project. Since once “‘new’ or “reconstructed” lanes
would already be in place (e.g., changes io the physical eriviranment have been completed),
subseguent operational changes (e.g., HOV-to-HOT lane conversion) appears exempt from
CEQA/NEPA and can, therefore, oscur with minimal fantare and outside public scrutiny. The
flexibility provided under statute aliowing for subsequent HOV-to-HOT lane conversion gives
further credence to the need to examine the proposed project in a substantially broader,
system-wide perspective.

. " iti i the OC/LA County Line
toil facility on the Interstate Highway S . e 51 Additionally, the DEIRS/S does not address the lraffic congestion from L
still raqgred If not, thengthe l:I'ﬁ}‘r!‘:l ?;ﬁifmgemiﬁ;mggg;w&)fﬁﬁf' p'dLv‘l.Q?‘: to 8R-73. The main focus of this report is the impacts to the City of Long Beach Intersectians
“significant new information” requining disgciosure in the SDEFR{S ® S Basm adjacent to the “project”. Missing from the analysis data is the impacts to the congestion at the
) County Line before and after the 1-605 Interchange. The reporl discusses four (4)
With regards to the proposed project, neither the DEIR/S nor the SDEIR/S explicitly describe accomplishments of Alternative 3 which includes the following:
‘i:I‘Iat .‘m':g'rs“ trigger the need for NEPA compliance and what federal actians may occur 1. Reduce Congestion
owing CEQA/NEPA compliance without triggering further NEPA review., An understanding of 2. Enhance Operations
veme| i July 22, 2013 San Diego Freeway improvement Project
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3. Increase mobilty, improve trip reliability, maximize throughput, and optimize operations
4. Minimize environmental impacts and ROW acquisitions

Since the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS does not include the comridor information such as level of
service, v/¢ ratios, d/c ratios, link level of service, or a discussion of “F" verses “F ++°, the ability
to quantify the four accomplishments of Atemative 3 cannot be verified. The information
praviously provided in the December 2012 Supplement Traffic Study should be included and
compared to the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS defined accomplishmants for Alternative 3 to
quantify them.

Is S_elal Beach correct in its interpretation of the above provisions, namely that a subsequent
decision by a federal agency could materially alter the nature and operational characteristics of
any actions that may be taken by Caltrans with regards ta the proposed project? Would a later
HOV-t0-HOT lane conversion require any additional CEQA/NEPA analysis? If there are no
requirements for subsequent or supplemental environmental review prior to such conversion,
why Is the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S not defective based on Its failure to disclose and analyze that
scenario? What local, State, or federal agencies could initiate that subsequent change?

70 SUPPLEMENTAL DEIR/S AND SUPPLEMENTAL TRAFFIC STUDY

71 General Comment

Alternaltlve one, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 requires both Mandatory and Advisory dtm
Exceptions. Most notably is Alternative 2 where the “Project” is proposing 11-foot mainline lanes
from Seal _Beach Boulevard to SR-22 to avoid the Seal Beach Naval Weapans Station, Eleven
foot mainline lanes were propased by the City of Seal Beach for the northbound direction
between SR-22 and the Seal Beach Boulevaid interchange. This request was denied in a leiter
dated June 25, 2013 from Mr. Jim Beil, Executive Director, Capital Programs, to Mr. Sean
C{umby. Directar of Public Work for the City of Seal Beach. As referenced in Attachment A, the
City proposed 11-foot lanes were denied based upon the safety Implications and shown in the
accompanying table showing that the HDM standard for travel lanes is 12-feet. But It does not
address the 11-faot lanes proposed by the project in the same area. If the project is considering
11-foot |lanes, the same consideration should also be given o the City of Seal Beach's request

52
cont.

for the same design exception. See Page 2-5, second paragraph

The ser::tior:n labeled “Transpartation Systern Management/Transportation Demand Management
Alternative” does not provide very much detail in supparting other mode of transportation to
reduce overall SOV's or traffic congestion. In addition, this section focused on TDM
opportunities for local roadways and not the affected freeways. This section should be
expanded to include the freeways and detailed local streets affected by the project.

Finally, Section 3.1 *Traffic and Transportation Facilities” does not elaborate on the praject
impacts tg Ing Beach. With the background traffic and development within the Long Beach
area, tra_fﬁc is expected ta increase. Yet, no discussion on how this project will create new lrips
within this area. A detailed analysis and discussion for this Impact is requested.
7.2 Incomplete Project Description

"qul'ecl‘ means_the whole of the action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct
physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change In the
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environment, and that is any of the following: (1) An_activity directly undertaken by any public
agency including but not limited to public warks construction and related activities clearing or
grading of land, improvements to existing public structures, enactment and amendment of
zoning ordinances, and the adoption and amendment of local General Plans or elements
thereof pursuant to Government Code Sections 65100-65700. (2) An activity undertaken by a
person which is supported in whole or in part through public agency contacts, grants, subsidies,
Inans, or other forms of assistance from one or more public agencies. (3) An activity involving
the issuance to a person of a lease, permit, license, cedificate, or ofher entilement for use by
one or mare public agencies” (emphasis added) (14 CCR 15379(a]).

Because key aspects of the proposed project remain undefined, it is not pussible 1o accurately
assess polential projeci-related and cumulative environmental effects. For example, in response
to an inquiry from the OCTA Board of Directors regarding the use of “net toll revenues,” it is
apparent that not all aspects of the proposed project have been described or analyzed in the
DEIR/S and SDEIR/S.

Referencing a memarandum from Will Kempton, OCTA Chiel Executive Officer to Members of
the Board of Directors (Subject: 1-405 Improvement Project Follow-Up items), dated October 11,
2012, included in the QOctober 22, 2012 Board packel:

Staff proposes to review the 1-405 Major Investment Study (MIS) and the Central
County Caridor MIS to develop an initial inventory of projects. The projects will
include frecway, transit, and arterial highway system improvements. Staff will also
use the OCTA Long Range Transportation Plan to further refine the projects and
relative priorities. The initial listing of work can be completed within 60 days of
Board approval of an 1-405 alternative (emphasis added).

Absent from the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S is any discussion or analysis of the intended or likely use
of toll revenues under Alternative 3. If additional revenues are projectad over those associated
with capital costs and debt service and if those funds are to be used for other “freeway, transit,
and arterial highway system improvements,” the environmental impacts of those revenue
expenditure need to be addressed as pari of the project's CEQA/NEPA documentation.

7.3 Corridor System Management Plan

As indicated in the Drafl Final CSMP. “Major bottlenacks are the primary cause of comidor
performance degradation and the resulting congestion and lost preductivity. It is important to
verify the actual location and cause(s) of each major bottieneck to determine traffic opearational
prablems. . By definition, a bottleneck is a condition where traffic demand exceeds the capacity
of the roadway facility. In most cases, the cause of bottlenecks is relatad to a sudden reduction
in capacity, such as roadway geometry, heavy merging and weaving, and driver distractions; or
a surge in demand that the facility cannot accommodate. In many cases, it is a combination of
increased demand and capacity reductions® (Draft Final CSMP, p. 155).

Caltrans' recognized that “boflienecks are generally the major cause for mobility and
productivity performance degradations and are offen related to safety degradations as well”
(Draft Final CSMP, p. 2). If bottlenecks adversely affect mobility and contribute to congestion,
then any plans whose goal is to “reduce congestion" and “increase mability” (DEIR/S, p. 1-8)
would need to focus on the eliminatinn of existing bottlenecks (choke points) and the avoidance
of the creation of new ones,
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Ciling the 1-605/1-405 Interchange as an existing bottleneck (e.g., “[tihe 1-605 has a potential
battleneck location at the 1405 Interchange in both peak periods,” Draft Final CSMP, p. 201),
Caltrans states that “[d]uring the PM peak hours, the traffic from the 1-605 at about 3,100 vph
[vehicles per hour] merges with the southbound [-405 traffic carrying about 6,500 vph in 4 lanes,
for a total of over 9,600 vph in five lanes, as the outer lane Is dropped. This lane drop results in
the mainline traffic aver the threshold level creating the bottleneck condition and resulting traffic
congestion” {(emphasis added) (Draft Final CSMP, p. 183), In addition, with regards to the
larger “corridor” area examined therain, Caltrans identified the following pre-project bottlenecks:

State Route 22

Eastbound Bottlenecks. Starting from the Los Angeles/Orange County Line and
moving eastbound, the following bottienecks were found: [1] Euclid On — This
bettieneck occurs when there are high volumes on the on-ramp and mainlines. [2]
Harber On — This bottleneck also occurs when there are high volumes on the
onramp and mainfines, [3] Falrview On — A lane drop causes vehicles to weave
between the Fairview onramp and the City Drive/|-5, creating the bottleneck. [4] -5
OffiCity Drive IC — The Inabllity of the exit facllity to accommodate the demand
creates this bottleneck. [5] I-5 OnfTown and Country Off — Heavy cross-weaving
between the I-5 cn-ramp and Town and Country exit contributes to this bottleneck.

Westbound Bolllenecks.  Starting from SR-55 and moving westbound, the
following bottlenecks were identified: [1] Morthbound 15 On-Ramp - This
bottleneck relates to high volumes and cross-weaving and gueulng_of vehicles
destined for SR-22. [2] Garden Grove On — Conqgestion and queuing can be seen
from the southbound -5 connector on-ramp. [3] Valley View Off — A lane drop from
four to three lanes contributes to this bottleneck. [4] 1405 On-Ramp — This
bottleneck relates to a lane drop fram three to two lanes and cross-weaving of
vehicles destined for 1-405

Interstate 405

Northbound Bottlenecks. Starting from 1-5 and maving northbound, the following
bottlenacks were identified: [1] Sand Canyon Off-ramp: A lane drop contributes to
thig bottleneck location. [2] Jeffrey/University Onramp: Consecutive on-ramp
merges contribute fo this bottleneck location. [3] SR-73/Fairview On-ramp: An
uphill grade and reduced mainline capacity creates a bottlencck. [4] Euclid On-
ramp: Weaying at this location creates a bottleneck. [5] Brookhurst On-ramp: A
platoon of vehicles from the collector/distributor contributes to this bottieneck. [6]
SR-39 On-ramp: The platoon of vehicles from the collector/distributor also
confributes to this bottieneck. [7] SR-22 On-ramp: A lane drop on the SR-22 ramp

does pot provide enough capacity for the vehicles merging on tha 1405 mainline,

Southbound Bottlenecks. Starting from the Los Angeles/Orange County Line and
maving southbound, the following bottlenecks were identified: [1] I-605 On-ramp: A
lane drop occurs at the [-405 merge reducing the total lanes from six to five lanes.
[2] Seal Beach Onsamp: Although not a major boteneck location, congestion
occurs as a result of cross-weaving between the Seal Beach Boulevard on-ramp
and SR-22 off-ramp. [3] Valley View/SR-22: High demand likely contributes to this
bottieneck location. [4] SR-35 On-ramp: Consecutive an-ramp merges occur at this
location. [5] Warner On-ramp: This location is the most significant bottleneck on
this corridor with queues extending for many miles. [6] Talbert On-ramp: The

GL-9 (Continued)
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malnline capacity cannot accommodale the flow of vehicles during the peak hours.
[7] Bristal Off-ramp: Cross-weaving traffic between two ramps confributes to this
bottleneck location. [8] MacArthur Off-ramp: Consecutive SR-55 on-ramp merges
contributes  to this bottleneck. [9%] Culver On-ramp: The mainline cannot
accommodate the flow from back-to-back merges. {10] Jeffrey/Universily On-ramp:
Again, the mainline cannot accommodate the flow from back-to-back merges. [11]
Sand/Shady Canyon On-ramp: The high demand on the on-ramp combined with
the already high demand on the mainline creates this bottleneck.

Interstate 605

Southbound Bottleneck. Southbound |-405 On-ramp: this bottleneck lecation
oceurs during the PM peak as a result of lane drop that occurs after the 1-405
merge (emphasis added) (Draft Final CSMP, p. 126-128).

As indicated above, a number of conditions can cause or contribution to the creation of
bottlenscks, including: (1) lane drops and lane mergers; (2) weaving and cross-weaving; (3)
capacity limitations and reductions; and (4) high traffic demands. Where these conditions exist
or are created, choke points can be established causing traffic to backup, level of service
conditions to drop, and creating additional safety concemns.

In the Draft Final CSMP, Calirans examined bottlenecks attributable to existing HOV facilities.
These bottlenecks were primarily associated with ingress/egress locations and were the result
of speed differentials between the HOV and GP lanes. Specifically, Caltrans noted that:

Viehicles on the HOV lane that intend 1o exit the comidor must stop to squeeze
Into the mainline congested traffic stream. Similarly, the vehicles on the mainline
which intend to enter the HOV lane must do so from a very low speed, disrupting
the HOV lane flow. . .When the mainline freeway is congested, vehicles have a
difficult ime entering and exiting the HOV lane. As a result, bottleneck conditions
veeur and vehicles queue behind these locations (Draft Final CSMP, pp. 186 and
191).

Whether with regards to HOVLs (including other managed lanes) and/or at all on+amps where
ramp speeds excesd merging GP-lane speeds, these problematic conditions would appear
equally applicable at all access points when speed differentials exist between the managed and
GP lanes. Although the proposed project seeks to address many of these existing conditions,
the Lead Agency has sought 1o avold acknowledging and analyzing remaining choke points,
ignored the existence of new bottienecks that the proposed project will create, and the project’s
potential to exacerbale exisling bottlenecks (e.g., lane drops and ingress/egress into and from
managed lanes).

Absent from the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S is any reference to the CEMP. In addition, the document
includes no discussion of: (1) the project’s relationship to and consistency with the CSMP:; (2)
Calirans’ “systems management pian" (e.g., “This framework aims to get the most of our
transportation infrastructure through a variely of sirategies, not just through the traditional and
increasingly expensive expansion projects,” Draft Final CSMP, p. 3) for the SR-22/1-405/1-605
carridor; (3) whether the proposed project will effectively eliminate the identified bottienecks;
and (3) the potential for the proposed project to cause or contribute to new bottlenecks based
on the contributing causes described therein.

July 22, 2013 San Diego Freeway Improvement Project
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7.4 Long Beach Area Traffic Study Technical Working Group

As indicated in material provided to the OCTA’s Board of Directors

(http://wwew. octa.netipd/4.22,131-405PathF orwardre_REVISED. pd), um:gcidggu EL’nsf,ﬁ' (fl?:li
Caltrans and OCTA) “[flormed the Lang Beach Area Traffic Study Tachnical Working Group
(TWG) (Crange County Transpartation Authority, California Department of Transportation, Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, City of Long Beach, Gateway Cities
Council of Governments. TWG agreed on parameters for a supplemental traffic study report.”

The OCTA possesses an econamic interest in the project (including any resulting revenues)

and, as a result of its lack of imparliality, an inherant disinclination to increase entillement costs,

exlei:nd the entitlement schedule, or for its own consultants to find and disclose material {!B‘fecls;

with |l3’ own lechnical analyses. With a name “Long Beach Area Traffic Study Technical Working

fur::pl:; i ;1&1’:?1”:050:;;; reprt;srr;tﬂa‘[mgn by Orange County or its affected municipalities, it is nat
men| analysi

TWG or included in the SDEIR/S. Y= In Orange Courty was recommended by the

Absent from the SDEIR/S and STS are copies of any agendas, minutes, hand

! . 3 outs, other
materials considered by the TWG, and any discoverable writings stating the TWG's findings and
recommendations. It is alse not known whether their meetings (e.g., “Long Beach Araa Traffic

GL-9 (Continued)
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additional lanes proposed in sach of the build altematives continue into receiving
lanes an branch cannectors to SR-22/7th Street westbound and |-805 norihbound.
If more motorists desire to continue northbound on 1-405 in LA County than the
freeway can handle as the additional lanes exit to SR-22/7th Street and 1-605,
there is the potential for a bottleneck to occur. (4) Long Beach Area Traffic Study.
Traffic changes in the Long Beach area along SR-22/7" Street, 1-405, and 1605, al
their local interchanges, and at nearby interseclions due to the proposed build
allernatives are evaluated. The study area includes Carson Street in the vicinity of
1-605 which, in addition to the City of Long Beach, includes the Cities of Lakewood
and Hawaiian Gardens (emphasis added) (December 2012 STS, p. i).

in contrast to the information presented in the December 2012 STS and CSMP, the June 2%
STS states: "This Supplemental provides traffic information to the areas north of the limits of the
proposed freeway capacity enhancement in Qrange County. The traffic information is the
evaluation of the traffic changes in the Long Beach area along SR-22/7th Street, 1-405, and |-
805, at their local interchanges, and at nearby intersactions due 1o lhe proposed build
alternatives. The study area includes Carson Street in the vicinity of 1-605 which, in addition to
the City of Long Beach, includes Cities of Lakewood and Hawaiian Gardens. The objective of
this evaluation is to determine the extent of any potential adverse cumulative iraffic effects of
the proposed project alternatives north of the limits of the proposed capacity improvements”™

Study Technical Working Group on September 11, October 17, November 14, and December 56 {emphasis added) (STS, p. 1-1).
12, 2012, and January 8 and February 13, 2013, p. 5-1; A meeting was held in the figld on
March 15, 2012, to review potential impacts and aveidance and minimization/mitigation ako It is not known what is meant by OCTA’s statement that “TWG agreed on parameters for a
7th Street in the Cily of Long Beach, The field review was attended by representatives of OCTT supplemental raffic study report.” What was the nature of that agreement and how was that
Caltrans District 7, and OCTA’s consultant,” p. 5-1) were publicly nofice, whether those agreement documented? If an agreed upon work plan was established prior to the ralease of
meetings were open fo the general public and other affected agencies, whemér the public and the Public Notice, why was information concerning the precise scope of that analysis nol more
other affected agencies had an opportunity to particlpate in meeting aiscussions or even the thoraughly described therein (¢.g., “The recirculation focus on new traffic infarmation in the Long
lavel of attendance by TWG participants. In the absence of that information, it is n:Jt possible to Beach area,” Public Notice) so that parties suggesting a different or expanded scope could
know the TWG's charter, the reasons supporting the group's eomposition ‘what questions the present meaningful recommendations thersupon? Because the December 2012 STS differs
TWG were asked to answer, what supporting documentation was prmrlde& and whether there substantially from the June 2013 STS, which of those lwo diverse reports more precisely
existed any dissenting options and/or recommendations for an alternative anlalytical scope contains the “TWG agreed on parameters®? What written documentation evidences TWG's
) agreed on parameters™? Did those parameters include anything approximating an “aperatlon@
The substantive differences between the December 2012 STS and the June 2013 STS suggest analysis” of 1-405 Fraeway traffic relating to “northbound approaching 1605 (as referenced in
the p’nssibi!i‘ty of dissention amang TWG participants, radically different understandings of the {he December 2012 STS)? /
TWG's purpose and the issues that the TWG were tasked to answer, Caltrang’ andfor the )
QCTA's subsequent rejection of many of the TWG's findings and recommendations, and/for As indicated in the OCTA's Aprl 2013 Path Forward, the pmpost_;d project has bpan
altempts by Caltrans andior the OCTA to conceal information concerning the: naturs and extend subsequently revised. Those ravisions include, but may not be limited to, the following
of project-related and cumulative impacts. As indicated in the December 2012 STS changes: (1) “eliminates braided ramps in City of Fountain Valley” (Altematives 1, 2, and 3); and
{2) “runcates express lanes at Euclid Street/Ellis Street, ellmlnaclhe: State Fiout.tzI (';'3 mn;gc‘t‘?‘z
[T]his Supplement contains four sections, numb iti (Alternative 3) {smphasis added). It appears that both of thuse changes were addressed in
Information on the four topics in the list below: (mn:::amugmgggog:ﬁ:f :; December 2012 STS: however, none of the analysis relating to those changes has been
gmvides traffic analysis assuming truncation of the Express Lancs near the Euchid included in the SDEIR/S and no record of those discussions presented in the June 2013 STS.
treet interchange. Altemative 3 Modified also # ione i "
MagnoliaWarnor interchange that does io0 Includes aﬁﬂ&”‘ﬂf,ﬁ:?"aﬁ?"g As required under Section 15020 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “[elach public agency Is
modification to the narthbound merge of the direct connector from westbound SR- responsible for complying with CEQA and these Guidelines. A public agency must meet its own
22 into the Express Lanes. (2) Altemative 1 Magnolia/Wamer Interchange. Section responsibilities under CEQA and shall not rely on comments from other public agencies of
2 provides traffic analysis of design options for the MagnoliaWarner intérchangg private citizens as a substitute for work CEQA requires the lead agency to accomplish.” it is the
that do not include braided ramps. (3) Operatianal Analysis Northbound function of the Lead Agency and not the TWG to determine the nature and extent of the
Approaching 1-605. Potential for rational difficulti und on 1-405 at |- technical analysis required under CEQA/NEPA. If the Lead Agency sought to gelegate to olher
805 is analyzed. As the build altematives approach the LA County line, the parties responsibility for the identification of defects in the DEIR/S, representalion by a broader
San Diego Freaway | veman San Disgo Freeway improvement Project
CIWongsl Beach ymere ! Project oy ﬁg?l? égezi,zzum e City of Seal Baach
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range of stakeholders should have been undertaken. As a result of the Lead ency's
delegation of its own obligations to ancther entity, the TWG's limited compaslﬁgn and
representation, the exclusive Los Angeles County-based focus of the TWG, Its apparent limited
focus, and the subsialntJva unexplained differences between the December 2012 STS and the
June 2013$TS, the findings and recommendations of TWG and any technical studies resulting
Ihercfmn_*r ([nclgsive of hoth the SDEIR/S and the June 2013 STS} cannot themselves be
desmed indicative of the project's traffic and non-lraffic-related analytical defects.

Pursuant to Section 21092.4{a) of CEQA: “For a project of statewide, regional, or an

signiﬁtlzannc. the Jead age shali ull with 1rar:l riation plannin ; nclés ames:ﬁl'i
whave trans| jon facilities within thejr jurisdictions that coul ffected by the
project. Cnns:u!tgati_o_n shall be conducted in the same manner as for responsible agencies
Dl-ﬂ?:uan_t to this division, and shall be for the purpase of the lead agency obtaining information
concerning the project's effect on major local arterials, public transit, freeways, highways,
overpasses, on-ramps, offramps, and rail transit service within the Jurisdiction of a
transportation planning agency or a publig agency that is consulted by the lead agency”
(arr_lphasls added). As defined in Section 21092.4(b} therain, “transportation faciities' includes
major local arterials and public transit within five miles of the project site and freeways
:%heﬁiié overpasses, on-ramps, off-ramps, and rail transit service within 10 miles of the

In addition, as further indicated in Section 21104 of CEQA: “(a) Prior to completing an

environmental impact report, the state lead agency shall consult with and gbtain_comments
from, each res

GL-9 (Continued)
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was not a solicitation for comments but merely an announcement that unspecified technical
studies had already been completed and the SDEIR/S had already been prepared and

published.
7.5  City of Long Beach Comment Letter

Despite the lime and effort expended to produce the SDEIR/S, the concerns expressed by Seal
Beach, its residents, and business community generally remain unaddressed. In clear ucn!rast
to Seal Beach's comments on tha DEIR/S (as well as every other comment that was’ submitted
by every other stakeholders in response lo the release of the DEIRSS), Long Beughs 12-page
comment letter (purported including as “Appendix A” in the SDEIRIS) not only reoe_wed_ an a_arIy
response bul apparently predicated the preparation of both the SDEIR/S and _rnultlple :Ierﬂhor!s
of the STS. In making that distinction, the Lead Agency appears o categorize Long Eeach s
comments as exceptionally meritorious (e.g., "As a result of the comments reoelvaq on potenha!
traffic effects within the City of Lang Beach, Caltrans prepared the Suppiemer:ntlal 1 r_aiﬁc Study,
p. 1-2) while concurrently categorize all other stakeholder comments as trivial, insignificant,

and/ar unsubstantial.

Although many of the comments and concerns raised by Long Beach may be similar to thase
presented by Seal Beach, the City's comments are neither acknowledged nor expressly
addressed in the SDEIR/S. What was the nature of Long Beach's comments that singled only
those comments oul for special consideration while relegating all other l:nrr_1mems ho a se_parai_ﬂ
CEQA/NEPA process (e.g., "Comments that are received on information provided in this

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS will be responded lo, and these responses will be provided in the

¢ ible age trust_ any pubiie that has jurisdiction by law on
with respect to the project, and any ity or coun orders on a city or county within which Final EIR/EIS for the Interstate 405 Improvement Project, along with responses to comments
the project is located unless otherwise designated annually by agreement betwsen the state the original Draft EIR/ELS” [emphasis added], p. 1-3)7 -/

Ie;ld agency and the city or county, and may consult with any person who has special expertise
with respect to any environmental impact involved. In the case of a prcja;;mdéscrlbed in
subdivislon (c) of Section 21068, the staie lead agency shall, upon the request of the applicant,
provide for early consultation to identify the range of actions, alternatives, miligation measures,
and significant effects t_c be analyzed in depth in the environmental impact repart. The state ieal:'l
agency may _c:nnsut with persons identified by the applicant who the applicant believes will be
concemed with the environmental effects of the project and may consult with members of the
pmlfc who have made a wiitten request to be consulted on the project. A request by the
applicant for early consuliation shall be made not later than 30 days after the determination
required by Section 21080.1 with respect to the projact. (b} The state lead agency shall consuit
::nﬂh and o : i n;mcnis L he State Air Reso Board in i n environmental
ort on a or freewa j as to the air ion i i
vehicular use of the highway or freeway” (emphasls added). polkdion impact of the potenta

Although they have not been disclosed, Seal Beach believes that a
I A ny comments submitted to
the Lead Agency from the Califomia Air Resaurces Control Board {CARB) and/or the South

As indicated by the Lead Agency: “The new information and analysis presented will'_nln the
Supplemental Draft EIR/ELS is based on the Supplemental Traffic Study, prepam_d in April 2013
in response to City of Long Beach comments on the Draft EIR/EIS (See Appendix A for a capy
of the City's comment letter)” (p. 1-2}. In actuality, the Lead agency aven misrepresents the
document that purports to be foundational basis for the preparation of the S[?EIR.-’S. Presented
in “Appendix A" is a letter from Long Beach, dated January 31, 2013, submitted In response to
the Dacember 2012 STS. Long Beach's actual comment letter on the DEIR/S (which was not
Included in the SDEIR/S) is dated July 17-18, 2012 and is included as Attachment 4 (1-405
Freeway Improvement Project Letter and Memorandum) herein,

Among other things, the December 2012 STS and the June 201 3 STS demonstrate l!'!at artarial
roadways and intersections substantially removed {geographically) from the prn]eu_:ls nliegﬂ_ed
"Ingical termini” will be significantly and cumulatively impacted by the propnsed_ project. While
focusing primarily on intersections located In Long Beach (ie., “The study area includes (_::arsun
Street in the vicinity of 1-605 which, in addition to the City of Long Beach, includes Cilies of
Lakewaad and Hawaiian Gardens,” STS, p. 1-1), based on the results of those analyses, Seal

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) likely raise substantive technical i
) rchnical issues i i i i
,’ﬁga"""g the adequacy of the prajects air quality analysis and an adequato technicel respence 58 Beach believes that other non-analyzed arterials within the City and elsewhere will also be
reto would likely result in the introduction of additional “signi i jan." adversaly impacted by the proposed project. i i i

significant new informatian. Representatives of the Lead Agency are invited to meet with the City'’s Public Works Director to
As defined in Section 15005(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines: “Must or 'shall identifies a identify these additional intersections wﬂl?in Seal Beach 'L!1atw|ll be adversely impacted by the
mandatory element which all public agencies are required to follow.” Seal Beach believes that proposed project and discuss Seal Beach's concerns relative thereto.
noe such consultation occurred prior to the dissemination of the SDEIR/S. Bacause the SDEIR/S
and June 2013 STS had already been completed prior to its relgase, Caltrans’ Public Notice

mprovemant Project
8San Diego Freeway Improvemant Project Auly 2, 2013 San Dlego Freeway mees
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The SDEIR/S expands the "study area” described in the DEIR/S and introduces the "Lo
Beach study traffic study area” (p. 3-3). The “Long Beach study area” is illustrated in Figure arfl’
(Long Beach Study Area) In the SDEIR/S and described as: *[1] 1-405 from 1-605 to Lakewood
Boulevard; [2] I-605 from Katella Avenue to Carson Street: and [3] SR-22/7" Street fram 1-405
to Parlc Avenus. The study area includes all of the interchanges along 1-405 and 1-605 within
the [rrmls noted abave, including arterialiramp inlersections and arterial/arterial intersections in
me_Jmmearate vicinity of the interchanges” (p. 3-3). In contrast, the DEIR/S notes that “Itthe
project study area Is located within an extensively urbanized area of Orange County” (DEIR/S,
p- 3.1.1-2) and ‘[t}he northern terminus of the proposed praject is at the interchange of the |

and 1-605 freeways® (DEIRIS, p. 1-24). It is, therefore, evident that both the geographic
boundaries of the “study area” and the project’s “logical termini® are no longer as represented in
the DEIR/S. As a result, the totality of the CEQA/NEPA analysis must also expand, not merely
that associated with traffic impacts at select intersections. '

Similarly, if the proposed project Is demonstrated to produce exagenous Impacts extending to
the north (1h_us warranting the introduction of a new “Long Beach study area” and predicating
the preparation of the SDEIR/S and document recirculation), it must be equally assumed that
_those same external consequences and expanded area of potentially significant environmental
impacts would also be evident to the south, sast, and west of the DEIR/S' original "study area.”
No reference to, consideration of, or evaluation of the further expansion of the DEIR/S" nn‘g'nél
“study area” to the south, east, or wesl is, howsver, presented in the SDEIR/S (e.g., “The
abjective of the Long Beach Area Traffic Study Is to determine the extent of any potential traffic
!n'pads of the proposed project aternatives of the limits of sed capaci

improvements” [emphasis added], December 2012 STS, p. 4-1).

The inciusion of the "Long Beach study
area” 8 nothing new. As illustrated
(Source: OCTA, Interstate 405 Major
Investment Study Final Report, February
2006, p. 8), a larger geographic area than
that encampassing the SDEIR/S' original
‘study area” and the SDEIR/S’ “Long
Beach study area” was included in OCTA's
MIS. In addition to the “study area”
extending further to the north into Long
Beach, it is noted that the MIS' depicted
area also extends southward beyond the
SR-55 Freeway (e.g., southem study area)
and further east along the SR-22 Freeway
{eastern study area).

As indicaled in Long Beach's comments on the December 2012 STS:

Based on the fact that the Supplemental Traffic Study reveals significant impacts
and lhe fact that the Gateway Cities model shows that the Supplemental Traffic
Study impacts are under-represented, the [Long Beach] study area is inadequate.
The s[grdﬁpant impacts likely go further than the area that was studied, based an
the analysis conducted by the City [of Long Beach]" (STS, Appendix A, p. 3).

8an Disgo Freeway Improvement Project
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As evident by the SDEIR/S, the STS, and Long Beach’s critique of the December 2012 STS,
significant impacts (requiring mitigation) have been demonstrated 1o occur bexyond the oqnﬁnes
of the “study area” examined in the DEIR/S. Afthough part of tl’_we p]al'l"lll'.lg effort upon which the
proposed project is derived, absent evidence thal intersections wilhin lhosg areas_du not
warrant furlher investigation based on anticipated project-elated and cumulative m_nlnm_mcns
fo those Intersections, those additional areas of potential impaction which were identified in the
MIS have been excluded from the CEQA/NEPA analyses.

The continuing and unaddressed fallacy of the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S is lhe Lead Agency's
failure to examine the larger transportation “corridor” of which the proposed project is hutla _pan,
its fragmentation of proposed and reasonably foreseaable Imprpvcrnen‘ts to and In proximity of
that corridor {e.g., 5-mile radius), the anticipated traffic diversion onto and from other linked
freeways end arterials based on both the presence of HOTLs and congested GP lanes (e.g.,
“VMT can be expected to increase on 1-405 under the build a[temgﬂvcs because freeway
congestion would be reduced with a consequential reduction in diversion from t_he May o
local streels, DEIR/S, p. 3.1.6-80), and continuing failure o fully address the on-site/off-site and
directfindirect environmental consequences of the proposed project.

While the Lead Agency's efforts to analyze arterial impacts in Los Angeles Coulnty are
commendable, Caltrans continues to cxamine only & part of a larger pnal_)lz?rp by ignoring
congestion and mobility-related issues beyond the project’s stated “logical termini.

As indicated in the accompanying graphic, extracted from the “2012—2_035 ngiorlla!
Transpartation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy” (SCAG, April 4, ZU‘IE_) (Elg_urc 2.6), with
regards to the 1-405 Freeway, the praposed "Express/HOT Lane Netwon(_ within the SCAG
region does not lerminate at the Orange/Los Angeles County border but cantinues northward ta
its northemn linkage with the 1-5 Freeway In the San Femando Valley. Other linked freeway
segments which have been ignored by the Lead Agency include the 1-110 and SR-91 Freeways.
Since "CEQA was intended to be interpreted in such a manner as to afford the fullest possible
protection to the environment” (14 CCR 15003[f]), for the purpose of CEQNNEPA_oumpIIance.
the proposed project and both its direct and indirect impacts, must ba examined in a broader
RO grogppsex e The proposed project does not exist in
isolation but is a component of the
regional's existing and proposed HOTL
netwark. With each new link, by repeatedly
segregating that network into isolated
component parts and ignoring  their
connectivity, contrary to CEQA/NEPA,
Caltrans seeks to avold a broader system-
wide analysis of the larger environmental
- and socioeconomic consequences of this
rapidly growing system. [f the State refuses
to conduct lhis analysis, what agency
should then bear respansibility for the more
comprehensive  analysis  required for
i = === environmental protection?
As posited in the Transportation Research Board’s “Research Needs Statement” (qoated on
January 6, 2010) (hitp:/rns trb.org/dproject asp?n=24742) and as presented hersin as an
inquiry to the Lead Agency:

San Diege Freeway Improvement Projact
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High Ocuupancy Toll lanes are gradually becoming a i
management strategy. Thus far, most of ?;15 H(Z)TLrs‘Qh-'al-'c:'I g;n:rt‘r‘?:‘r;;:‘;ﬁizzbgg
mLah_ad projects. Some areas have begun to plan for HOTL networks. But litlle
attention has been given to issues relating to transitioning HOTLs or HOTL
networks to full system pricing environments, Will this mentality create potential
problems later if full systam pricing is ultimately where we are headed?

7.6  Fragmentation

g;a e;«]eﬂpanng a SDEIR/S addresailng only “project-related traffic effects within the City of Long
(p. S-1), the Legd Agency ignores other “new information® ariginating after the release of
the DEIR/S (e.g., “The information and analysis within this Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS was not
avalla_hle during the circulation period for the Draft EIR/EIS,” p. S-1) which also haa- direct and
rmanlr_\gful releva_ncy wﬂh regards to the proposed project and its CEQA/NEPA compliance
ob:k;,lalmns, That mfc_;rmatlon Iflcludas, but may not be limited to, the OCTA's Board of Directors’
salection of a LPA, issues raised by affected stakeholders in response to the release of the
DEIR/S, new executive policles relating to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissians, and changes i
State law relating to continuous access to HOVLs, ' geein

?am r;réenztn:ngS ] identified by the OCTA and presented {o its Board of Directors on

p C_ry X { ttp.mew.acta.neﬂpd_fﬁ .28,_12I—4DSImpmuernentF'rojan:1Updatc.pdf) include;
1] City 01_‘ Lopg Beach _raquaat for re-circulation of DEIR/DEIS with revised traffic study; [2]
mCagr\En:Z direction to re—curwla!e with revised traffic study; [3] Caltrans high-occupancy vel;icie
o). ana degradauun report; [4] LACMTA [Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
D:w:r;tnyge;]sllbl:;ya:?mm corwertm Interstate 405 HOV in LA [Los Angeles] County into high-

X e exception of reci i

actiens are either identified or addreaaep:: in the Sre;g}:;flgﬂon. fone of thess ssues and refated

I{;x:;urmlaﬂnn conr.:erni_ng the Caltrans “District 12 HOV Degradation” study, as presented fo
o TA's Board of Directors on Apri_l 8, 2013, is included as Aftachment 3 (High-Occupancy
'ehicle Degra!da!mn Study Powerpoint) herein. As illustrated therein, in Orange County, "HOV
lane degradation” has been identified on Interstates 5 and 405 and or; State Routes 22 E;? nd
91. As a result, the condition is not unique to the 1-405 Freeway. o

Proposed improvements to the 1-405 Freeway would divert traffic from or i freewa
segmer!ts and arterials (e.g., “VMT can be expected to increase on tlo~4cgge{|hr3:ﬁhe bu'lg
g!ternglmas because freeway congestion would be reduced with a consequential reduction in
Frvenyon from the freeway to local streets,” DEIR/S, p. 3.1.6-81). Additionally, the 1-405
reaway has been shown to be an alternative route to the I-5 Freeway and other freeways and
arterials for motorists in both Los Angeles and Orange County {e.g., “I-405 Is considered a
bypass route fo the Interstate 5 Santa Ana/Golden State Froeway t.';ruugh Orange County,”
DEIRJ'BJ Noise StuEIy Report, p. 1). As a result, for the purpose of CEQA/NEPA compliance the
actual "study area’ and_the resulting environmental analysis must include all linked frae'wa
segmcpts. Almqugh nerlher_ addressed in the DEIR/S nor in the SDEIR/S "relateél pmieczs!
pr_ndu:l:lng potenttally_n:umulatwe impacts {e.g., “most of the reascnably foreséeable profects are
primarily transportation improvements,” DEIR/S, p. 3.1.1-8) include all identified d ded
freeway segments within Caltrans' District 7 and District 12. S

In addition, the QCTA notes that LACMTA has initlated a "feasibili
] lity study to covert Interst
405 HOV [lanes] in LA Counly into high-occupancy toll lanes.” Although no ar;.{diﬂn?\:el
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information on that study is presented, it is believed that the reference relates to an action by
the LACMTA's Board of Directors on June 27, 2013 which directed LACMTA “staff [lo] come
back next month with a feasibility study on implementing a congestion pricing toll pragram for
the 405 HOV lanes” (http:/media.metro.netiboard/recapi2013/recap_ 20130627rbm.pdf).
Separale committee actions had ccourred prior to that meeting.

Because it predicates a more comidor-wide analysis, the introduclion of managed lanes on the
abutting segment of the 1-405 Freeway in Los Angeles County serves to subsiantially alter the
nature of the CEQA/NEPA documentation and the potential environmental impacts associaled
with ihose linked activities, Ewven prior to the LACMTA's action, independent of its
representation in the DEIR/S and SDEIR/S, for the purpose of CEQA/NEPA compliance, the
project at hand conslitutes the totality of the proposed improvemenls to the |-405 Freeway in
both Orange and Los Angeles Countles.

The Lead Agency seeks to sfifle discussion and public participation through the release of a
SDEIR/S that focuses on only a very limited aspect of that project while concurrently ignoring
other “significant new information” of direct relevancy. As indicated in the SDEIR/S, "[rleviewers
are requested to limit their comments to only information that is provided in this Supplemental
Draft EIR/EIS. Comments that are received on information provided in this Supplemental Draft
EIR/EIS will be responded to, and these responses will be provided in the Final EIR/EIS for the
Interstate 405 Improvement Project” (pp. S-1 and S-2).

In light of the release of an incomplete and inadequate SDEIR/S (e.g., “traffic or transportation-
related direct or indirect cumulative impacts are not anticipated, and no further cumulative
impact analysis or additional measures are required,” SDEIRIS, p. 3-93) and the withholding of
critical information concerning the project's potential impacts (including “significant new
information” removed from the December 2012 STS), the Lead Agency should not seek o hide
behind selfimposed constraints on what, in the opinion of the Lead Agency, does or does not
constitute an appropriate and acceptable comment (i.e., "comments on enly information that is
provided in this Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS"). The SDEIR/S and STS are wrong-headed in s0
many different ways and serve to further highlight the inadequacies of the DEIR/S.

7.7 December 2012 Supplemental Traffic Study

The December 2012 Supplemental Traffic Study provided greater detail relating to the impacts
the interchanges, ramps, and intersections along the Orange County Corridor. In addition,
Chapter 4 of this report included an analysis of the Long Beach Area. Both reports did not
include the LOS analysis work sheets, The June 2013 Supplemental Drafl EIR/RIS anly
provided Chapter 4 of the December 2012 report. The comidor information Is a vital component
of the EIR/EIS evaluation and provides an overview and the necessary mitigation measures to
reduce the community impacts. The June 2013 decument should incorporate the information an,
discussions, and resulis from the December 2012 Supplemental Traffic Study report.

As specified in Section 21061 of CEQA: “An environmental impact repart is an informational
document,” the purpose of which “is to provide public agencies and the public in general with
detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely 1o have on the
environment; to list the ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be
minimized: and to indicate alternatives to such a project.” Inherent therein is the obligation of
the Lead Agency to disclose all it can about a project’s potentially significant environmental
effects” As further specified in Section 21005(a) therein: “The Legislature finds and declares
that it is the policy of the state thal noncompliance with the informational disclosure provisions of
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this division which precludes relevant information from being presented to the i

1 3 public agency, or
nunclnmpllianoe _m!h substantive requirements of this division may constitute a prejudicial abuse
u_f discretion within the meaning of Sections 21168 and 21168.5, regardless of whether a
different autcome would have resulted if the public agency had complied with those provisions.”

Pursuant to Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines: “Disa
) greement among experts does
not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points ufg diszgreement

among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completena
and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” ey P =

—

The SDEIR/S states that [flhe new information and analysis resented within th

Draft EIR/EIS is based on the ‘Supplemental Trafﬁswalfd‘y Report — Lcng SBuepalz:h;nm::::f
(Supplemental Traffic Study), prepared in April 2013 in response to City of Long Beach
comments on the Draft EIR/EIS® (General Infarmation About this Document). Notwithstanding
its key role and relationship to the SDEIR/S, it is noted that no version of the STS was physically
included as a component part of the SDEIR/S, “incorporated by reference” therein, or
cancurrently disseminated therewith. Based on the exclusion of that document, it Is incumbent
upon the Lead Agency to ensure that the SDEIR/S accurately describes the information,

analy_sis. and recommendations presented therein, such that the two documents arc consistent
both in terms of content and conclusions. Clearly, that is not the case here.

Referencing the December 2012 STS: “The purpose of the Supplemental Traffic S i

]:o provide additional traffic information on the 1405 Impmvepmplem Project not intr;dé;a?m
Traffic Study Report —San Diego Frecway (1-405) Improvement Project SR-73 to 1-805'
completed by Albert Grover & Assaciates in April 2011. These improvements [sic] were included
as a result of public comments during the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement circulation” (emphasis added) (December 2012 STS, p. ). No gualifier is
used to fimit or otherwise narrow the meaning of the term “public comments® therein. Similarly,

no exclusive refere_nne to onl‘y those “comments received on potential fraffic effects within the
City of Long Beach” (emphasis added) (p. 1-2) is Included in that excerpt.

As indicated in the December 2012 STS, the following “topics™ are addressed in that analysis:

(1) Atemative 3 Modified - Seetion 1 provides traffic analysis assuming truncation
of the Express Lanes near the Euclid Street interchange. Alternative 3 Modified
also includes an oplional design of the Magnolia/Wamer interchange that does not
Include braided ramps and a modification to the northbound merge of the direct
connector from westbound SR-22 Into the Express Lanes. (2) Alternative 1
MagnollaMarnar Interchange - Section 2 provides traffic analysis of design
options for the Magpolla.-‘Wamer interchange that do net include braided ramps. (3)
Dperat(onal Analysis Northbound Approaching I-605 - Potential for operational
difficulties morthbound on 1-405 at 1-605 is analyzed. As the build atternatives
approach the LA County line, the additional lanes propased in each of the build
alternatives continue into receiving lanes on branch connectors lo SR-22/7" Street
westbngnd f;déf;ﬂﬁ northbound. |f meore motor ire to continue n

on in an the frecwa handle as the itional lanes exit to
SR-22/7" nd 1-605 i tential for @ boltleneck to occur. (4) Lon
Beach Area Traffic Study. Traffic changes in the Long Beach area along SR-ZZI?E'
Street, 1-405, and 1-805, at their local interchanges, and at nearby intersections
due to the proposed build alternatives are evaluated. The study area includes

-
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Careon Street in the vicinity of 1-805 which, In addition to the City of Long Beach,
includes the Cities of Lakewood and Hawaiian Gardens. Each of the four sections
is independent (emphasis added) (December 2012 STS, p.i).

As indicated in the DEIR/S: “An ingrease of PM emissions would occur if the project significantly
increased ADT in the project area and at locations where there are more traffic delays. 'lraf’ﬁc
delays would occur at freeway segments and interseclions \Qhem vt_zhldes are accumula!mg
and idling. It is unlikely that PM hot spots would be associated with the propqescd project
because local accumulation and delay of vehicles would be reduced by the project. . [The
project is not expected to cause an adverse effect with respect to localized ccnf;e_ntramna of
PM.s or PMyg at any nearby sensitive receptor’(DEIR/S, p. 3.2.6-4‘1}. Because il is pasad on
false assumptions, the resulting analysis likely underestimates, both in terms of magnitude and
ils presented conclusions, the project's actual air quality, GHG-emission, and globai climate

change impacts.

indicated in the MIS, “o]perational problems accur on the freeway, primarily because of
‘::Isly::g:mbauBnecks' (MI‘S[,]‘;. 11-13).Wﬂ3 further indicated in the DEIR/S, "[a]peraﬂorllal
problems occur on |-405 primarily because of physical boltlenecks” (DEIR/S, p- 1-14) and, \fvrﬂ-l
regards to existing conditions, “[wiithin the praject comidor, three ‘boltleneck’ locations (i.e.,
where GP lanes terminale) occur, creating operational problems® (Ibid). Nthough they relate to
different locations and are presented in the context of project-related benefits, th? DEIR/S
nonetheless recognizes that bottienecks (e.g., “lane termination crea"ees a bottlenack,” DEIR/S,
p. 3.1.6-101) and lane drops {e.g., ‘lane drops. . .creates peak-pernpd backups of traffic on |-
405" DEIR/S, p. 1-24) produce adverse and undesirable traffic conditions.

represented, the SDEIR/S rts to have been prepared in response to comments from
!l.f'a:; B:ach {e.g., “The new infar:luﬂrggon and analysis presented within the Supplemental Dra_ft
EIREIS Is bassd on the Supplemental Traffic Study Report — Long Beach Area, prepared in
April 2013 in_response to City of Long Beach comments on the Draft EIR/EIS” [empl?aas
added], General Information about this Document), then it is surprising tha'l the SDEIR/S fails to
also more specfically address Long Beach's comments. As indicated in wnﬁ?pondenoc from
Long Beach, included in Attachment 4 (1-405 Freeway Irnprmren‘!em Pm]lect Letier and
Memorandum) herein, ‘it remains unclear how the added lanes will transition be'yond the
Qrange County line into Los Angeles County and the City of Long Beach. . .Proper evaluation of
|-405 north of the Orange County/Los Angeles County line needs to be conducted to ensure that
a choke point dees not occur north of the Orange County/Los Angeles County fine in the City of
Long Beach,"

Noticeably absent fram both the SDEIR/S and from the June 2013 STS Is any reference to
“aperational analysis northbound approaching |-605." Additionally, no |usliﬁcahqn Is presented
in the SDEIR/S or elsewhere supporling the Lead Agency's decision to eliminate from I1he
SDEIR/S and June 2013 STS two additional “topics” included in the December 2012 STS (i.e.,
“Alternative 3 Modified” and “Allemative 1 Magnolia/Wamer Interchange”).

In correspondence from Jim Beil, OCTA's Executive Director to Sean Crumby’, Seal Beach's
Director of Public Works, dated June 25, 2013, OCTA stated that the narthernmost sagment of
the 1-405 Freeway in Orange County {in proximity to Seal Beach) "has the highest .Ellt‘.c:dant
concentrations in Orange County.” The Lead Agency's apparent attempts to "sanitize the
December 2012 STS becomes eritical in light of both Mr. Beil's declaration and the following
undisclosed “significant new information® from the December 2012 STS:

N i I t Project
m;hsg:!l;wy imprevemant Project July %;enlg 'J;Bzﬂzzsbm'la San Diege Fraswny mplcu;e;? ;:zal E;;:cn
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1]‘he accident data above indicates that the prevalent cause of accidents along the
reeway mq!nllne is traffic congestion, resulting in rear end, sideswipe and hit
object collisions. Tl'b_ese accident types may be attributed to higher spaad vehicles
agpmec'hlng a mainline ch_okepnint with slowar/stopped vehicles resulting in
abrupt lane change !apd vehicles striking other vehicles or roadside r;bjeds. It also
appears that i_n addition to the freeway congestion, heavy lane change activities
izﬂﬁebrﬁ psassrb!:a factors rg sideswipa collisions. According to the TASAS [Traffic
r urvellance and Analysis System], there is a higher fr uena
gmnt;ur;gsnns ne;:r Ll'ne;I -405/SR-73 and i-405J'SR—229.‘1—605 ?ﬁeewa;—tgf
f anges where there are multiple fane chan, i
ceuos (Fact Shage . 26 iple lane ge and lane continuity

An operational analysis was conducted of nerthbou i
nd 1-405 as it approaches the
_Beanh Boulevard, SR-22/7th Sq'ast. and |-605 interchanges. The purpose of the anaﬁr:ﬂ

connectors to SR-22/7th Streat westbound and |-605
_ narthbound. If_more_motori
desire to continue narthbound on 1-405 intp LA County than thers is freeway cagancs'lgs

continuing northbound on 1-405 into i i i i
toafic flons snaound into LA there is the patential for disruption of
The analysis Is limiled to the general pur GP) lanes. The study area includes

northbound 1-405 from the SR-22 confluence near Valley View Street through the
exit to I-605 northbound and traffic data were collected for that area Th:eIIg study
g::asdspeed as the primary indicator of a disruption of the smoath flow of u'a#Tc.
Tatsﬁe on the information presented in the [December 2012) Traffic Study in

blgs 3.1.6<4 and 3.1.8-12, the GP lanes of 1-405 within the study area are
mclpamd to be over capacity during peak hours in years 2020 and 2040 with or

o_L_il the prnpoaed pm}ect and operating at LOS F under savergly congested
!::ml:lmons: .‘::‘:echun 4 of this Supplement shows that |-405 north of the project limits
is also anticipated to operate under heavily congested conditions. Accordingly, it is

not sible o uratel sess peak hour esti i
tion_altributable o the
fermination of the propased | new lanes, because heavy congestion is anticipated to

During the AM peak hour_in year 2040 Table 3.2 shows that thers wi
ggBuI:I:mAmrtE:rL:ﬂﬁmmlon to y_'a_fﬂc fiow upder all of the altermatives, Ltlnder ﬂ'rg Nb:
o Al ;n: speeds will decrease to as low as 489 mph, as low as 36 mph
lernatives 1 and 3, and as low as 16 mph under Altemmative 2. |n general
the morg Jangs thal d build altematives reater magnitude
:):3; :}hﬁe jg §m@§_¥aﬁi: ﬂm[S]J%n the Seal Beach Boulevard, SR-22/7th Sireet, and
1-B( areg. . [Sllowing and substantial disruption in b is
anticipated duﬂrg the PM peak hour under Alternative 2. D“dﬂtnngnmz Atr':fgc;af'l(c;v o
substantial slowing and substantial disruption in traffic flow is antici ated d ing
the AM peak hour under all alternatives. T . s

V . he magnitude of the lowing and

ﬁ:wnmu';w truffﬁ; J;:vw is least under the No Build Alternative and ingraaaes with
e of _additional general purp la proposed the

& I neral purpose lanas ed_under build

GL-9 (Continued)
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The above findings contradict the DEIRIS

assertion that “[{lhe proposed project a1ternativc:sl

would relieve congestion and imp | efficiency” _[DL-lR}S, p. 1“—11) :’:ldg‘:e SDEI!?:;'

statements that "the project’s contribution t6 ?;Ivet:lse meI;uv; m Ead in {pe }g;;;):_lemesmce

Draft EIR/EIS study area at the affected locations would be mimmized (P 52) nee

ial di hematives” will exist *north of the praj

sgybstantial disruption to traffic flow unde_r all of t[\e a / & e

imits,” nei study area’ can be demon :

limits,” neither the project nor the ﬂpglgnatad L : e tor Slopicel

i ili refore idually and jointly fail 1o meet the standard °

independent utilize and, the! ; il_'bdlu ’. B o, thed the
ini.” i failing to actually remedy

termini.” Segmenting a larger areawide problem, ] 2y e o to the
j to address, pushing or compounding cong

e k. ol Lraiygit fnrmukalgd cl of critical information about the

i lsewhere), and scrubbing the SDEIR/S clean
:?cr;::c{’g I::}u:rse cnvir]nnmerﬂal effects does not constilute a reasonable or supportabla
approach o congestion management andfor CEQA/NEPA compliance.

i imi 3 glther in isolation or as

2 @ findings are limited to GP lanes and do nol cnnsld?r. .

ﬁ::td ;jfa:ut:f u?nob:;:lr lane Télﬁ:ps pould further contribute to tlmdlmpacis "{ld-ec?tlt'l...;u:‘(.1 iggr\;r"ymarrgg_ﬁ
i ill i Iready presented. '

lanes, actual impacts will likely be greater than those al ; ogried
) DCecel TS ¢ June 2013 STS contain any

the DEIR/S / SDEIRS nor the mber '2012 S_ ) ] e

" i 4 “substantial disruption to traffic
analysls” how or 1o what extent this project-induced “su O o/mih, Stroct, prali—

add to existing safety hazards “in the Seal Beach Bouleva

intarchange area.”

rove operational

eering study requirements,” as conlained in Caltrans’

“Updated Managed Lane Desigt (o1t 7, 2010 “Sectn 145 008 SL°CE, o ane
Code requires that competent engineering estimates be f A
on safr:t";f, congestion, and highway capacity prior to constructing sxl.:.lrl Iane%or: traffic :fuai
shall be performed for all managed lane projects. This study sha be mmm L an
rational apalysis and a sak nalysis. The traffic safety analysis shall be pert tufyu-m
: roved by the district traffic safety office. This analysis will focus on the satf:_ty lmpacﬂ_ f the
o sed improvements on operating conditions and collision pcteqhal by wtilizing t;_tr; i e_lw
m?::on data and analytical tools and processes. _This is especially important when proj
proposes a change in the type of access” (emphasis added).
information presented In the December 2012 STS

i { atives™), the informalion
b ial disruption to trafic flow under all of the allern X
(e-géan:b;tﬁzzﬂFad Slfeﬂt (e.g., “The accident data above |ndi|:ate_s t1-1_al the pre;alams:
g:eaccldents along the freeway mainling is traffic cungesﬂ_ ian, resulting in ra:rhen thse oo sst
and hit object collisiens™, Mr. Beils declaration that “this section of -405 has i}

i o TA's rejection of Seal Beach's requested
accident concentrations In Orange County, and OC jiect D eraiing foalf sleven

“desion exceptions” purporledly for safety reasons {“while en
‘g::Er:: exccgzions"), it is imporiant that the requnre_d safety analysis” become pii‘;\:f \:::3 S}‘i
and not be deferred to a later time when opporiunities for public and agency re

limited.

As specified under “managed lanes engin

In recognition of the exclusion of important

ppror "desi " “safely implications”
i ; al of eleven "design exceptions” and the alleged °s .
i;;lggataluftgzg?gsrezueatvfnr additional exceptions allowing for the retention of dt:_w Iaﬂm
Almond Avenue soundwall, why has a “safety analysis” yel to be onlnducted? Spe vc&_ae!zi_lm o
analysis has been conducted supparting Caltrans’ and/or the OCTA's acceplance or rej

I those exceptions?
lternatives (emphasis added) (December 2012 STS, pp. 3-3 and 34).
8an Disgo Freeway Im
ol it ay Improvement Project July 22, 20;3 July 22, 2013 San oreao " Gty of S':EIPBG 2
ach Page 51 2
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The December 2012 STS concluded that, in the GP lanes, as northbound
:I:eewb);;maqhie the h.‘-.‘:atal F?e:c.h IBuursvard!SR-m“‘ Street/|-605 intterii;ﬁr?aﬁgg tbﬂec::ngus
c flow Is anticipated during the PM peak hour under A..Ite tive
2. Dynng the AM peak hour substantial slowing and substantial di ion i flow
:ﬁclpﬁlﬂd. d:tjrﬂng the NJI peak hour under all alternatives. The mag:#uuda of ;;rswmnlj
201:pggn in _afﬁc flow is least under the No Build Alternative” (emphasis added) (December
S, p. 3-1). When doing nothing (i.e., “No Build Altemative”) is demonstrated to have
greater _bene_ﬁaal impact that implementing one or more of the Lead Agency' a
alternatives, it is nof surprising that the December 2012 8TS was
subsequent release as the June 2013 STS,

Th_e envfmnmentai consequences of “slowing and substantial disruption in traffic ﬂ0w'$

naither examined nar are those impacts

= disclosed i i
of significance criteria are presented in e SDEIRIS. Similarly, since no (hrashold

either the DEIR/S or

environmental staff,” STS, Response to
:1 January 22, 2013 Email to Smila Deshpande), no CEQA-based conclusions are or can be
rawn with regards to the potential significance of those adverse conditions, Absence
quanht;:twe, quahfa_trve. or performance-based threshold of significance, the Lead Agen aeakﬂ
to avoid the ldentilication af significant environmenital impacts, mi'lrg'ation meaaureswandfnf
olher actions that might avoid, reduce, rectify, or compensate for the “substantial disnjlplion in

traffic flow™ which i i
e o was identified by the Lead Agency but which has not been publically

While clearly within ils possession, with the relea i
5 se of the SDEIR/S, what remains unclear j
m?r Jlleg[;?‘z;: ):gssng :::}Is to r:::knmv_kwige this “substantial disruption in traffic flow* and why :t;:
y and knowingly elected not to release that information as part of th
] 8
SDEIR!S‘;F 21'[;1132 I:Ss_;ag)l\genctyhem;st ackgfo:vhleedge that its own consultant (j.e., auth%rs of the
Decem were urce operational analysis presented in the D
2012 STS. Although & may not like the informati e iy
12 S . ation produced, Caltrans
obligation for full disclose {e.g., cannot cherry-pick the information its own gﬁggﬁx 5 an

:|t1 is f-l.mhfz_r n_ated that the} December 2012 STS did not examine peak-hour conditions. As noted
erein, it is not possible to accurately assess peak hour congestion attributable to the

Ennci’nn?iti:n cgf t_harp.;oppsed n:kw rl]a:)nes. because heavy congestion is anticipated to occur along

ur urs ardless of the rafect” (em has" added

I(Decam"t:er fn2012 STS. P. 3-1). As such, through fragmentation, tha propusa&j prl:)jedmsaeks tg

th':.Il'DrE"h s:w rmulaﬂnt? of ;r:ora comprehensive system-basad strategy addressing the peak:

congestion” that occurs along the larger 1405 Comidor” fa ’

altamatives that actually remedy that congesti Dresont other & meerebe

gestion, and does not present eith ligti

reasonable assessment of the project's potential impact i i o of peahhons
O s. It is the existence of k-ho

conditions that purports to be the basis for the htrodp i iy o
2 ta be the | uction of HOTLs; however, based on t

Lead Agency’s own admission “it is not possible to accurately assess peak hour cangestion.” he

7.8 Environmental Impact “Significance” Criteria

As ‘mandated under Section 21002 of CEQA,

policy of the state that public agencies shoul

feashble altematives or feasible mitigation m,

“[tihe Legislature finds and declares that it is the
d not approve piojects as proposed If there are
@asures available which would substantially lessen

San Diogo Fresway Impravemant Proji
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ica menta jects” hasis added). Based on that
the significant_environ | effects of such projects” (emp
reunEment, a substantial mmpur!ent uf any CEQ; prauﬁssq is i;::t demﬁca IE;?rl::én ::enbetmedhat;u;g
magnitude andlor context of an identified Impact results in ; ; e be
“signi " Simi ith rega irculated DEIR/S, a factual basis needs
significant.”  Similarly, with rds to the rec v DS, o armation - When the
d in order to distinguish “new Information” from “significant ! ormation.” W
E:Ies:r?}i ﬂ:llr‘eshold sianda'\}?:is are not clearly articulated, detem_ inations of "significance” are not
possible and the resulting documentation cannot fulfill its primary CEQA purpose. \
As noted in the City's comments on the DEIR/S, absent from lhe DEIR/S (and now again from
the SDEIR/S) are concise threshold of significance standards ::uch It’aﬁ(e CIE;T{II; :;tl;;l:t;d;ﬂ u;a:
ili -ansider and subseque
to allow stakeholders the ability to indapendently consi t the
i - standards. It is only through
riateness of those or to suggest other allernative  on C Hhy
?dr;maﬂon of qualitative, quantitative, or peﬂon‘na?(c;-ba:;ad m:;ﬂdp r%?fl:i.‘tmra}:?;a (‘!u) n::.r :]s_
possible to determine whether the proposed project will produce -
cumulative environmental impacts; (2) determine mhtern':r mlugalmrlna mzz:u;; &mmema:
e implementation strategies need to be formulated in response lo0 IN0SE nmen
2?&:“!8 E;pm the level of significance of each impact fallmng the application of mitigation
rneasu'res or other aclions; and (4) support CEQA's requisile findings.

' i i -project level of
Lead Agency's canclusions canceming the post pfO_[éC:-(
i the same confusion exists
of project-related and cumulative environmental effects,
iﬁ:mgs az mjc:tpreviously noted with both the DEIR/S and the SDEIR/S. In the |:Iase 2:
ihe STS, the confusion is compoundad by both a change in vemacular and continued failure

In attempting to ascertain the

iba i iteri N i ction does not meet the
Lead Agency to describe its significance criteria {e.g., “The interse . e
g'i;nhicaniA?mpail criteria and there are no significant traffic impacts at the memar:ti-on./
December 2012 STS, pp. 1-2 and 2-3).
nce of the proposed project's traffic-related impacts, as

h | of Service (LOS) is based on density {;_sdq‘ti.fln}.
L the frcev\fay mainiine and coliector-distributor

With regards to assessing the significa

noted in the December 2012 STS: d(%) ove
density LOS thresholds are different for r

:c?;ds. erfﬁeyr to Table 2.1.3 for the LOS criteria” {December 2012 STS, Tables 1-6, 1-17, and 1

i i shown in Table 2.1.3"
18y (2) “The density LOS thresholds for the ﬁeew_ay mainline are
(De}m;rzber 2012 STS, Table 1-7); and (:fs)T"SI'hg dtggs;tz.ra ;_Oﬁ gr:;;:jldt?a f?rnt:l'l?_rggit)elgaf;'air:
shown in Table 2.1.3" (December 2012 ., Tal N N t ! M !
i . . ble 2.1.3" (Capacily Values for Merge
however, presented in the December 2012 STS. “Table ity ey
as presented in the DEIR/S' "Traffic Study - San Diego Freeway pmvema_ A
g::’?'tu h:ﬂs, Orange and Los Angeles Counties” (Caltrans, May 2011} (May 2011 Traffic
Study), includes no such “criteria.”
“For the freeways, impacts are evaluated :lnyt:é%s}
i - i ) or demand-to-capac
es in level-of-service (LOS) and volume ‘h:n-capaml?,nI (\:H (
tr::“p;\;ngm arterial intersactions the City of Long Baach Cntlcna are ulscd to eval.uatg polenhgll
impacts. The City of Long Beach criteria are applied using the Hrghulray Capacily _Manui
operational intersection analysis methods for signalized argf gnzltgnalalrzed sLn;et::erﬁg?ﬁﬁan
< alized intersaction operating with a LOS E or F and whose DIC ratio Increa 4
;?lga:izer 'wlilh pmject‘pecandition compared to No Bulld Alternative is considered [sic] exceeds
T.T-é'_Cily of Long Beach criteria” (emphasis added) (December 2012 STS, p. 4-2).

As furiher noted in the December 2012 STS:

“The HCM method is the method recognized by Caltrane for

S notes that: (1) :
The June 2013 STS ¢ rsection analysis-in the Orange County portion of the

intersection analysis. It was used for all inte
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study area in the original Traffi
Study. For it b i
ok ] '? ' consistency, it is used in t
la“_eStudya gl regsﬂega;h s:l;e:] H “frr;: h(;ZjL f‘;he Supplemental Traffic ﬁyﬁiﬁ%eemfm! ‘é’;:’r:ﬁ
e s be r action |
reection’s volume-to-capacity ratio of D.20 whe?lq ::e t:m}edm gmit:r:dmﬂ % ilr.lgga’ée L,
, is or F.

use rans nat L
3 r

flllEEC!S. discussion of the !QILO_ B 5 rermo ocument a request
33 thy Id_criteria was ved from the d Ui the of
Qﬂ@rls environmental _staff emphasis added) (S TS, Responsa to Comments Matrix
( 5 E ) { SPi
Tix,

nificance_of

Commen
ts from Eduardo Amezcua in January 22, 2013 Email to Smita Deshpande)

In lieu of “significance of ;

w . impacts,” the June 2 .

{e.g., “The objec ; une 2013 STS substitutes th .
M.UEME@E ctn??m evalualion fs to delermine the extent sfp:'::seo;df?e effect”
capacity improvements® [em proposed project altematives north of the “mit;’ o ;‘ ial adverse
criteria, the document mp"a"’s added], STS, p. 1-1). In addition, in liey of € proposed
that “lajdverse cumulative are e:;m{%d;ﬁnmve
effecls 8 rough

lication_of ional jud

to changes in level-of-service (LOS) and volume-to-

capacity (V/C) ratios® (emphasis ad
'ad L I d added) (STS, p. 1-2). Assumi betwe
verse” and “significant” is anly one of semantics arzd tha?];em‘%rg‘f:?:ng:fgﬁzﬁznt’ of ﬂ?:

study’s authors is both # M
the June 2013 STS concludene T "

it with common traffic engineering standards,

" With regards to Altemative
1: (1) "Alternativi
effect on an i o e 1 does not have an adverse
not hve anﬁ;z?:r;emtamwgns in year 2020° (STS, p. 4-9); am’}’;] Al cumulative
cumulative effect on any study intersections in yearezrg:g??g;'j&aes
P

4.9),

Although neither stated as “significant” nor “adverse” (conversal

y, not stated as being

either nif
insignificant” or *not adverseg ), with regards fo Alternative 1. the STS ider tifies

the fallowing “over capacity” and “increass in D/C ratio® condltions:

o “The north
bound and southbound 1405 HOV lanes within the project limits are

anlicipated to operate aver capacity during the AM or PM peak hours under year
ng Al
2020 Alternative 1 conditions with D/C ratios ranging from 1.16 to 1.41 (STS, [+8

4-9),

& fnwarppoarslch |
hat a e a typographlc emor (Le rencing “2020" rather than
(ie., refe
2040 ). the document furtt rer notes that U]Rdﬂl Alternative conditions for year

2040, the 1405

mainline segments are projected to operate at cither

LOS E or F during the AM a
nd PM peak ho irecti
e urs in both d
cpams;umrl:und 1-405 HQV lanes within the Medlmgn:;eﬁ?mnﬂmmw
e e c:amf:lty du_nng the AM or PM peak hours under provade
nditions with D/C ratios ranging from 1.16 to 1.41* {g?':a‘zng-gm

¢ “Table 4-13 presents i year
a comparison of i
oL f k year 2020 No Build i
Seggeﬁlzt:rpr:hv; 1 operating condilions anticipated f:rl m‘:hiﬂﬂw afrecwand
o :e hglsn:Fhml that there is an increase in the D/C r:tio grlgm the 4
i Gpwlanes A O:I'";:tgi ;I in many segments, with the range of increasehfu
lanes, o ﬁumlevels 'of inaréa;ved::em peeklr‘;uurs and 0.02 to 0.18 in the HO\I:
es. H o o
project improvements and diminish with increa:‘lulgd di‘:alt‘:lsrwﬂzcmfrotrnf tl;rr:“s ?f :thse
se limils®

(STS, p. 4-9).
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] “Table 4-14 presents a comparigon of

year 2040 No Build Altzrnative and year
2040 Alternative 1 operaling condilions anticipated for the mainline freaway
segments. The table shows that there Is an increase in the D/C ratio from the No
Build Alternative to Alternative 1 in many segments, with the range of increase in
the GP lanes from 0.01 to 0.15 during peak hours and 0.02 to 0.31 in the HOV
lanes. Higher levels of increase are generally found closer to the limits of the
project improvements and diminish with increasing distance from those limits”

(STS, p. 4-9).
With regards to Alternative 2: (1) ~Alternative 2 does not have an adverse cumulative
effect on any study intersections in year 2020” (STS, p. 5-10). and (2) *Altermnative 2
does not have an adverse cumulative effect on any study intersections in year 2040"
(STS. p. 5-10).
not stated as belng

s “significant” nor “adverse” (conversely,
entifies

Although neither stated a

either “insignificant’ or “nat adverse”), with regards to Alterative 2, the 5TS id

the following “over capacity” and “increase in DIC ratio” conditions:

] “The majority of the northbound and southbound 1-405 HOV lanes are anticipated
to operate over capacity during the AM or PM peak hours under year 2020
Alternative 2 conditions with O/C ratios ranging from 1.04 to 1.46" (STS, p. 5-5).
In what appears to be two typographic errars (i.c., referencing “2020" rather than

“2040" and referencing “No Build” rather than "Alternative 2°).

& I\n what appears to be a two typographic errors (i.e., referencing “2020° rather
alternative 27, the document

than "2040" and referencing “No Build" rather than
2 conditions for year 2040, the 1405

further notes that “[ulnder Alternative

freeway mainline segments are projected to operate at either LOS E or F during

the AM and PM peak hours in both directions. The northbound and southbound 1-

405 HOV lanes within the project limits are anticipated to operate over capacity
der year 2020 [sic] No Build Altemnative [sic]

during the AM or PM peak hours un
ing from 1.06 to 1.58" (STS, p. 5-6).

“Table 5-13 presents a comparison of 2020 No Build and 2020 Alternative 2
operating conditions anticipated for the mainline freaway segments. The table
shows that there is an Increase in the DIC ratio from the No Build Altemative to
Alternative 2 in many segments, with the range of increase in tha GP lanes from
0.01 ta 0.10 during peak hours and 0.01 to 0.18 in the HOV lanes. Higher lavels
of increase are generally found closer to the limits of the praject improvements
and diminish with increasing distance from those limits" (STS, p. 5-11).

"Table 5-14 presents a comparison of 2040 No Build and 2040 Alternative 2

oparating conditions anticipated for the mainline freeway segments. The table
1 the D/C ratio from the No Build Altemative 1o

shows that there is an increase i
Alternative 2 in many segments, with the range of increase in the GP lanes from
n the HOV lanes. Higher levels

0.01 to 0.11 during peak hours and 0.01 fo 0.32 i
of increase are generally found closer to the limits of the project improvements

and diminish with increasing distance from those limits* (STS, p. 5-11}.

conditions with DIC ratios rang
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Page 56

San Diego Fresway Improvement Project
City of Seal Beach

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

R2-GL-47

March 2015



APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

GL-9 (Continued)

Supplemental Draft En:

SCH No. 2009091001 vironmental Impact Report / Statement

::fi;l;trz%a:_’sy l:lm .ll\jrtemaﬁve 3 (1) "Akemative
Goms ot oy sk !;d imersections in year 2020° (STS, p. 6-10); and (2
(ST, P 610y verse cumulative I e

Although nelther stated as “si
! gh nait as “signi “adverse”
:1:1% Ic:wrli::?-ag|-|l1i|:=ant' or “not ad%e'ﬁrsc:”?rwzg s t
Ng "over capacity” and “increase in D/G ratio™ condilions:
0 “The majority of .
the northbound
l t and southbo
: &;ﬁz?‘t: ;;; dq;paclty_ during the AM oru;db:_m
K ions with D/C ratios ranging from 1.04 to 1.24" (STS, p.68-5
’ . . P X
L] Under Alternative 3 conditions )
sagrknﬁnls are projected to operat
min ;I.;I’S in bull] directions. The northbound and
- project limits are anticipated to P
: peak hours under year 2040 Allerna
om 1.02 to 1.34" (STS, p. 6-6).

0 Table 6-13
R presents a com,
operating conditions aIrlﬁcipapﬂ-'ﬂson of 2020 No Build and 2020 Alternative 3

te .
shows that there is an increa d for the mainline freeway segments. The table

o “Table 6-14
presents a comparison of 2040 No Bujld and 2040 Altemative 3

shows that there s an increa?e‘s' far the mainline freeway segments. The fable

of inci
rease are generally found closer to 'irn'rw";mfz,?mi Higher levels
ject improventents

and dimin kg .
iminish with increasing distanee from those limits® (STS, p. 6 10)

In assessing potential project-related and cum

0.03"is substantal. In feu of a single riersectin stam s e CTorence botween 0.20" and

ection standard, the Lead Agency notes:

San Diego Freewsy | N
City of Seal Bogen | o ot Project
duly 22, 2043
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3 does not have an adverse curnulative

“Al
effect on any study intersections in :::Iraxa:}

regards to Alternative 3, the STS Identifies

5 HOV lanes are anticipa
ted
peak hours under year 2020

for year 2040, the 140
h . 5 freeway mai
e at either LOS E or F during the Ay” ar é":!,"a'
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It is apparent that, at least with regards o v/
presented in the SDEIR/S {0.03) and STS (0.20)
been made to: (1) explain the use of differing cri
County criteria); (2} discuss the poten
different geographic areas; (3) explain why the ©
peen considered with regards to intersections within each
those differences so as to produce a cohesive and interna
consistently compare impacts in the DEIR/S’
atudy area.”

Since motorists in Long Beach and maotorists in com!
same (of similar) general aversion to and tolerance
travel delays and the same (or simi

fc) threshold standard is identified in the
Study for the Long Beach area has been
to or greater than an increase in an
the project condition is LOS E or F*
ents from Eduardo

June 2013 STS. A 0.20 volume-to-capacity (v
June 2013 STS {i.e., "The Supplemental Traffic
revised to set to threshold for action egual
intersectian’s volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.20 when
[emphasis added], STS, Response to Comments Matrix, Comm
Amezcua In January 22, 2013 Email to Smita Deshpande).

DEIR/S. The DEIR/S' May 2011 Traffic Study states that “[@lll interchange signalized
intersections and adjacent arterial intersections were analyzed using the Highway
Capacity Manual based Level of Service methodology, including queuing. A criterion of
an increase of (0.03) in the overall vic ratios was used to identify potential significant
traffic impacts of the project to the study intersections. This criterion was applied to
intersections that were operating at LOS of E or F during the peak hours" (emphasis

added) {May 2011 Traffic Study, p. ES-6).

¢ ratio, the threshold of significance criteria
differ substantially. No attempt has, howaver,
teria (e.g., separate Orange and Los Angeles
tial merits and drawbacks of applying separate criteria to
riteria of each affected municipality has also not
agency's jurisdiction; (4) reconcile
lly consistent document; andlar (5}
original “study area” and SDEIR/S' "Long Beach

munities in Orange County likely have lhe
(or tack of tolarance) to congestion and
ilar) expectations concerning the functionality of the region’s
asonable 1o suggest that difference standards should apply
to different areas (e.g., Long Beach motorists should be provided a better performing street
system that motorists in Orange County). Because the DEIR/S and the SDEIR/S are intendad
1o be informational and intermally consistent documents, an analysis based on the use of a
single threshold standard should be presented so that relative maghnitude of project-related and

cumulative impacts can be consistantly assessed.

lities have adopted local general plans containing
individual “Circulation Elements’ that define each locale's adopted performance standards. The
Lead Agency has not previously sought to apply jurisdiction-specific threshold standards relating
{o impact assessment within each agency's corporate boundaries but has previously applied a
single project-wide standard lo the environmental assessment of the proposed project. If
Caltrans now believes that a 0.20 vic ratio {rather than the 0.03 vic ratio presented in the
DEIR/S) is, in fact, the appropriate standard, then the roadway analysis within the DEIR/S'
original “study area” should be redane based on that higher performance standard.

transportation system, it seems unre

It is noted that each of the affected municipal

It is not unreasonable for the Lead Agency to present multiple model runs based on differing
ormance standards, From those model runs, stakeholders can consistently assess impacts
independent of jurisdiction and individual agencies can individually determine the standard most
applicable within their corporate boundaries. Only by inciuding a comparable analysis can an
“apples-to-apples” comparison be provided throughout the project's multiple “study sreas.”
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7.9  Absence of Measurable Performance Standards

As indicated in the DEIR/S, “Ttihe purpose of the Praposed action is to: [1) Reduce congestion;
{2] Enhance operations; [3] Increase mobility, improve trip rellability, maximize throughput, and
optimize operations; and [4] Minimize environmental impacts and ROW acquisition” (emphasis
added) (DEIR/S, p. 1-5). Terms like “reduce,” “enhance,” “increase,” and *minimize® are not, in
fact, objectives but only directional guidance relative to an exisling paint in time and space and
offer no means of measuring or comparing actual performance (e.g., was congestion reduced
by the amount desired?). A single vehicle's one second reduction in the amount of time
required to traverse an arbitrarily established distance could support an agency’s contention that
it “increased” mobility.: Unasked is whether than ona second saving was: (1) the appropriate

seek to accompiish. During peak periods, conditions on the |-405 Freeway are

operating at level of service (LOS} “F." When the project is completed in 2020, ievel of service
canditions will remain at LOS F" (e.g., “‘much of 1-405 within the project area operates and is
expected in the future to operate at LOS F conditions,” STS, p. 3-2). From most viewars'

perspactive, nothing will have changed (other than traffic speeds will be reduced for all but
S0Vs in the HOVL),

In what appears to be a direct confradiction to the assertion that *Caltrang does not use
threshald criteria for the determination of significance of impacts® (STS, Response to Comments

Performance measures provide quantified evidence of the consequences of a
decision or_action, Performance measures are an efficient means through which

to present key information for System users, managers and decision makers in an
objective, concise and consistent format, Transportation performance measures
forecast, evaluate, and monitor the degree to which the transportation system
accomplishes adopted public goals and mobility objectives. Smart Mobility

decision-making at both the planni and rofect level to evaluate progress
toward implementing the principles of Smart Mobility and attaining Smart Mability
benefits. . . SMPMs evaluate the degree fo which Caltrans policies and planning
decisions advance the six Smart Mobility principles: [1] Location Efficiency; [2]
Raliable Mobility; [3] Health and Safety; [4] Environmental Stewardship; [5] Social
Equity; [6] Robust Economy (emphasis added) (Smart Mobility, p. 50),

In order la faciitate decisions concerning public expenditures, the State's Statewide Needs
Assessment notes that "[ajeeording to Caltrans, 'SMPMs are Intended far use in decisionmaking

San Diego Freeway Improvemant Project July 22, 2013
City of Seal Beach Page 59
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PP

; d the proj :
at both the planning an bility and attaining .
prlndplﬂsan‘:f PSQ;!;T 'IMh: ST;:PMS to be used in planning ai
Assessment, p. 4

ard implementing the

uate progress towfu_r 4 o

g tosm?t Mobility benefits (Slatf-'wﬂﬂki ind

N nd project-level declswnrf;a :‘ge s
i . 55; Statewide

(Source: Smart Mobility 2010, p Suded in the DEIRSS,

included in the accompanying exhibit O s o SMPMs dead i
ment of project allernatives.

iglngly. non
ssment, p. 6-2). Surpf g
QESEIRIS, of in the formuiation or 855655

Smart Mobility Performance Measures

i wf,s.m:mm

3. Accessibilty and Corsechhaly o

4. Gluli-bodal Trave Mendity =
Reiathe 5. Ull-Modad Tawd Refisbifly
iy

€. UdBlolaSenkceQuay ot palsay e e b crprmrree
{Levad of Sorvica: LOSH Gt e

7. MulG-Slodst Safely.

brriny 8. Duslgn aed Spmsd STy

9. Pedestnan & Bicycle P Shure
10, Cvuste nd Enacgy Caneraatin
m 11, Erdasiom Reduchon
12.Equftable Disibuiben of lmpacls

Sockal Equity - Disibulion of Access e Nod i b
18, Equitabie .
aind Mobilty

14 Congerhon wiets 4 Pradoctity

15, Bt Use o Syskem Resoliied

- o, Lt
ot 16, Ttabwork Proteessane Sgmmaston
-
17 Rebum on bnvestimend i
wement Project
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indica in iformia T ide ranspartation
a lranspaortation Commi: ion's
As tad th SSion CTC ‘Statewi
Systelh.‘i -e 5 ssenl — inal 200 (0 el 2 ){ {St / ide h
Needs Ass : . F R rt ctober {I‘I 1 atewide Needs Assessment
U11R 5 5 &t updated.pdf )

and leads to a shortf;
all
Assessment, p, 1.2). of about $295.7 billion aver the t ¢ pariod" (01
yea riod atewide Needs

Households livin, -
monies are to bi":x:f:':tg;ldm_?et? must made periodic decisions
receive the first priority with vpically, expenditures for "m‘mponocmmg how available
often deferred. Anyone on xﬂrds to those funds and desirau ; es and other criticalities
avaliable resources. Isn't it:ﬂm d budget understands the quan\:laS ut non-essential ftems are
public proceeds, also ask the ﬂu:sll?to ﬁ?hvem?enml emities, whose Exggg!n% the best use of

ow do we get the best bang’ for the buckcs 0"

€ buck?”

Since trang
portation-related il
funds th i needs will exceed
1ds that are available need to be Effediue:ya::ga:;; dr:v;;uaa at least in the near temn, the
: nlly expended.

710 Unreliable Performance Data

As indicatad in a joi
joint release b
Board (TRB ¥ the FHWA and C .
) announcement (Request For Inform altr:ng ha recen; I.:nspo,.hﬁcn R
i anaged-Lane Projects). “It is

performance because existi
. ng travel-de
numerous possible mod mand modals d
fa e chang . 0 not appear ca| e
lanes, etc.)* (FHWA and ::anranseﬁn{é;em“g" Shs from HOVZ in HOV lans (o b e o
! . s in GP

The performance
expectation of Alternatj "
proposed express lane alive 3, including ridershi
methodologies pmsnt;?}f:"@samm as if broad mnsenwhmd LOS condilions within the
can be easily menipulated ba:e'dln reality, predicted performance isa:tnt:;ams i e
cantracting for the analysis on the philosophic perspective of the :23;‘993“'0* which
g conducting or

San Diago Freeway Improvement Project
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corridor performanca are nol easy to predict
capable of predicting the numerous ible
i il lead to more single oucupant Vi

increasing occupancy requi
Congeguenlly, Caltrans is interested

HOV occupancy require
In addition, agency expectafi
overstated. As indicated in the

Transit and
(hﬂp:h‘umm.dotstaleﬁ.us.’resﬂ

43-rpt.pdf). “A misconcep

singe existing trave! demand models do not appear

e changes (for instance, the possibillty that
ehicles in regular lanes).

in conducting an investigation into the effects of raising
HOT lanes" (emphasis added).

nder Alternative 3 appear

rements wi
ments or converting HOV to

ons conceming revenue projections u
National Center for Transit Research's (NCTR) “Integrating

Pricing  Projects Final Repart’ (NCTR, .June 2013)

arcrkcenlen’Completcd_PrQLI’Snmrr\ary_PTO.I'FDOT-BDKS&Q??—
n tolling is implemented, the HOT or

tian exists for same thal whei
ue. Depending upon the cost of

| an extraordinary amount of reven

express lanes will general
an of finance, 1t is unlikely that the tolls will M_ﬁ_@ml_am_uaem

the project and the pl
gosts of the physical roadway elemants”

One not need look far
accurately predict post-project

the Califonia DOebt and Investment  Advisory Commissiol
Transportation Corridor Agency FoothillEastern Toll Road

Restructuring Financial Adviser

{emphasls added).

sportation agencies' failures to
and ridership). As reported in
n's “Final FocthilVEastern
Project — Proposed 2013

afield to identify examples of local tran:
conditions (e.g., lolling revenues

Evaluation” (July 3, 2013}

Agency was formed in 10686 as a
ty") and twelve citles in
an, design, finance,
tate Route

The [Foothil/Eastemn Transportation Corridor}
joint powers agency by the County of Orange (the “Coun
Orange County, Califormia. The Agency was created lo pl
construct and operate the Foothill (State Route 241) and Eastern (S
241, State Route 261, and State Route 133) Toll Roads.
The Agency is one of two transporiation carridor joint powers agencies eslablished
ameng the County and varlous cilies within the County in order 1o plan, design,
finance, construct and operale toll roads. While the Agency is administered by a
common stafl with its sister Agency, the San Joaguin Hils Agency. all policy
decislons regarding the FoothillEastern System are made by the Agency's Board
oard of

of Directors, an appuinted body of electad officials separate from the B
The System provides an important

Diractors of the San Joaguin Hills Agency.
connection batween the Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties.
In the mid-1980s, two state laws were passed authorizing the Agency to collect
tolls and development impact fees to fund road construction. With a pledged
revenue stream from future tolls, the Agency issued loll-revenue bonds to fund
road canstruclion. The Agency also entered into a Cooperative Agreement with the
California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”) to assume ownerghip, fiability,
and maintenance of the State Route 241, State Route 261, and State Route 133
Toll Roads as part of the state highway gystem. This agreement eliminates the
need for the Agency to pay for road maintenance.
In 1995, the Agency issued %1,262,750,597.70 in principal amount of its Toll Read
Revenua Bonds, Series 1995A (Fixed Rate) and $246,600,000 of Series 19958-E
(Variable Rate) {together the “Saries 1995 Bonds"). The praceeds of the Series
1995 Bonds were used to finance a portion of the costs assoclated with the design
of, acquisition of property for, and construction of, the Foothil/Eastern tal road.
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